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Mr. PENCE changed his vote from
z‘yeavs tO “nay.”

Messrs. ORTIZ and ADERHOLT
changed their vote from ‘nay” to
‘ﬁyea‘.77

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, |
regret that | was not present to vote on rollcall
votes Nos. 178, 179, 180, and 181 due to a
family medical matter. Had | been present, |
would have voted:

“Yea” on rollcall vote No. 178 on the Jour-
nal vote; “yea” on rollcall vote No. 179 on
agreeing to H. Res. 1083, providing for con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 2537, Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2008; “yea” on rolicall vote No. 180
on the motion to suspend the rules and agree
to H. Res. 1038, recognizing the fifth anniver-
sary of the Department of Homeland Security
and honoring the Department’'s employees for
their extraordinary efforts and contributions to
protect and secure our Nation; and “yea” on
rolicall vote No. 181 on agreeing to H. Res.
1092, relating to the consideration of the bill
H.R. 5274 to implement the United States-Co-
lombia Trade Promotion Agreement.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members may have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 2537.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas?

There was no objection.

————

BEACH PROTECTION ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1083 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2537.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2537) to
amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act relating to beach moni-
toring, and for other purposes, with Ms.
DEGETTE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 2537, the Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2007. This legislation ex-
tends the authorization of appropria-
tions for the Beaches Environmental
Assessment and Coastal Health Act,
the BEACH Act, through 2012. First
signed into law in October 2000, the
BEACH Act has provided States, local
governments and tribes vital funding
for assessment and public notification
programs that monitor our coastal wa-
ters.

Over the years, the Subcommittee on
Water Resources and Environment has
held numerous hearings on EPA’s
BEACH program. In fact, the history of
the BEACH Act goes back to 1990 when
Congressman William Hughes of New
Jersey first introduced the Beaches En-
vironmental Assessment, Closure and
Health Act of 1990. I applaud his vision
for effective coastal water quality cri-
teria and public notification, as well as
the efforts of Congressman PALLONE
and Congressman BISHOP, the primary
sponsors of this legislation, to carry
forward this legacy.

As reported by the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, the
Beach Protection Act of 2007 increases
the annual authorization level for
State and local monitoring and notifi-
cation grants by $10 million and ex-
pands the eligible uses for grants under
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this program. For example, H.R. 2735
allows States to utilize a portion of
their BEACH grant funding to develop
and implement pollution source identi-
fication and tracking programs for
coastal recreation waters, which will
enable interested States to locate the
likely sources of coastal water con-
tamination.

H.R. 2537 also encourages the devel-
opment and implementation of rapid
testing methods for determining where
and when coastal recreational waters
exceed coastal water quality criteria.
These rapid testing methods are de-
signed to ensure that the public is noti-
fied of potential harmful recreational
waters within a few hours, rather than
days as under the current system. This
provision will have a significant im-
pact on efforts to protect the public
from coming into contact with poten-
tially harmful pollutants and contami-
nants at their favorite beaches.

In addition, H.R. 2537 enhances exist-
ing public notification requirements,
including making beach warnings and
closures available on the Internet. The
bill clarifies that the public must be
notified within 24 hours of the author-
ity receiving results of contaminated
water quality samples. However, be-
cause many States utilize a system
where two contaminated samples must
be identified before a beach is closed,
H.R. 2537 also requires that a physical
sign must be posted at any beach where
the results of a water quality sample
demonstrate the likelihood that the
water may be contaminated. Again,
providing more information and notice
on the condition of the Nation’s coast-
al water quality is essential to ensure
that the public can avoid contact with
potentially harmful pollutants while
visiting their favorite beach.

The bill also enhances EPA’s review
of individual States’ compliance with
the requirement of the BEACH Act by
requiring the Administrator to conduct
an annual review of implementation of
the BEACH Act by State and local gov-
ernments and to take corrective action
if State and local governments are not
in compliance with BEACH Act re-
quirements. It also requires the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office to audit
EPA’s administration of the BEACH
Act.

Finally, the bill requires EPA to con-
duct annual compliance reviews of
State and local BEACH programs.

Later today I plan to offer a bipar-
tisan manager’s amendment to the bill
to address several technical rec-
ommendations made by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and others
that will improve the bill. I strongly
urge my colleagues to support the
manager’s amendment and the under-
lying legislation that I believe will
make significant improvement to
EPA’s BEACH program.

Much of our efforts are to provide ad-
ditional safeguards for our families to
make sure that they do not come into
contact with potentially harmful pol-
lutants and contaminants along the
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Nation’s coastlines. I believe this legis-
lation accomplishes what we tried to
do.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, I am very excited
the House is moving H.R. 2537, the
Beach Protection Act of 2007. This is an
example of the good we can accomplish
when we are able to work in a bipar-
tisan manner to address the Nation’s
water resources needs.

Beaches are an important part of
American life. Our Nation has nearly
23,000 miles of ocean and Gulf shoreline
along the continental United States,
5,600 miles of Great Lakes shorelines
and 3.6 million miles of rivers and
streams. Beaches are an important
part of the coastal watershed, pro-
viding numerous recreational opportu-
nities for millions of people, including
fishing, boating, beachcombing, swim-
ming, surfing, sunbathing and bird
watching.

Each year, over 180 million people
visit coastal waters for recreational
purposes. This activity supports over 28
million jobs and leads to the invest-
ment of over $50 billion each year in
goods and services. Public confidence
in the quality of our Nation’s water is
important, not only to each citizen
who swims, but also to the tourism and
recreation industries that rely on safe
and swimmable coastal waters.

To improve the public’s confidence in
the quality of our Nation’s coastal wa-
ters and protect public health and safe-
ty, Congress passed the Beaches Envi-
ronmental Assessment and Coastal
Health Act of 2000, commonly called
the BEACH Act in the 106th Congress.

The BEACH Act aimed to limit and
prevent human exposure to polluted
coastal recreational waters by assist-
ing States and local communities to
implement beach monitoring, assess-
ment and public notification programs.
The act also called on States with
coastal recreational waters to adopt
pathogen-related water quality stand-
ards and directed EPA to conduct re-
search and develop updated water qual-
ity criteria to protect human health.
Under the BEACH Act, EPA has been
making grants to States to help them
implement programs to monitor beach
water quality and notify the public if
water quality standards for pathogens
are not being met.

An important indicator of progress to
date is the fact that all eligible States
are now implementing the beach moni-
toring assessment and public notifica-
tion provisions of the BEACH Act. The
number of monitored beaches has in-
creased from approximately 1,000 in
1997 to more than 3,500 in 2006.

In addition, EPA has strengthened
water quality standards throughout all
the coastal recreation waters in the
United States. All 35 States and terri-
tories with coastal recreation waters
now have water quality standards as
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protective of human health as EPA’s
water quality criteria. This is an in-
crease from 11 States and territories in
2000.

Further, EPA has improved public
access to data on beach advisories and
closings by improving the agency’s
electronic beach data collection and
delivery systems. Moreover, EPA has
been conducting cutting edge research
to support the development of new
water quality criteria to protect
human health from pathogens and new
monitoring methods to more accu-
rately and rapidly detect pathogen con-
tamination in recreational waters.

Faster and better decisions are good
for public health and good for the econ-
omy and beach communities. We are
optimistic that this work will help
State beach managers make the best
decisions possible about keeping beach-
es open or placing them under advi-
sSory.
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Although EPA and the States have
made substantial progress in imple-
menting the BEACH Act, there is im-
portant work left to do in the areas of
monitoring, research and updating the
existing water quality criteria.

Reauthorizing the BEACH Act will
enable EPA and the States to complete
the important work they have begun so
they can better protect public health
and safety and continue to improve the
quality of our Nation’s recreational
coastal waters so important to the
economies of our coastal communities.

H.R. 2537 passed the Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee by a
unanimous vote. I would like to thank
the chairman of the committee, Mr.
OBERSTAR, and the chairwoman of the
Subcommittee on Water Resources and
Environment, EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON,
and especially a thank you to the rank-
ing member, Mr. MicA, for all the hard
work they have done put in to allow us
to bring to you a consensus bill that
enjoys strong bipartisan support.

I would also very much like to thank
the staff. We have a bipartisan amend-
ment that will be offered by Ms. JOHN-
SON at the appropriate time. It address-
es technical and clarifying matters and
other matters brought to the commit-
tee’s attention since the committee
filed its report.

I urge all Members to support the
legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like
to yield 2 minutes to Mr. KAGEN from
Wisconsin.

Mr. KAGEN. Thank you to Madam
JOHNSON and subcommittee Chair
FRANK PALLONE for putting together a
tremendous bill.

Madam Chairman, as a Member who
has the honor of representing one of
the largest States in the country that
has shoreline beyond measure in its
value, I rise in strong support of H.R.
25637, the Beach Protection Act.

This critical piece of legislation will
increase grant funding overseen by the
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EPA for water quality surveys and for
pollution source tracking programs,
and it will also set a new standard for
public notification.

H.R. 2537 will take important steps to
address the serious threat to public
health and the economic vitality of
coastal vitality of coastal economies in
northeast Wisconsin posed by beach
water pollution and human pathogens.

I would be remiss, however, if I did
not also recognize the exemplary job
performed by the State of Wisconsin’s
Department of Natural Resources, who
has been monitoring 34 of the 35 beach-
es in Door County, Brown County and
Kewaunee County.

While I am also proud to applaud the
beach monitoring standards employed
by the State of Wisconsin, this act will
also improve upon the quality of these
observations and heighten public safe-
ty. After all, clean water gets good
health.

Moreover, it will require the EPA to
commence a study, identify potential
revisions in the beach-funding distribu-
tion formula, which currently weighs
the beach season conservatively, more
importantly, than other factors such as
Wisconsin’s winter season not being
adequately measured. Additionally, the
bill will call upon the EPA to publish a
list of pathogens affecting human
health.

In closing, I urge all of our colleagues
to support H.R. 2537.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER).

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I cer-
tainly appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing.

Madam Chairman, I rise in very
strong support of H.R. 2537, the Beach
Protection Act, and I want to applaud
Chairman OBERSTAR for his leadership
in bringing this to the floor and work-
ing with Ranking Member MICA. Cer-
tainly our subcommittee Chair, EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON, has done extraor-
dinary work on this, and our ranking
member on the subcommittee, Mr.
Bo0ZMAN, as well, for bringing it to the
floor, I think, in a very bipartisan way.

I actually was not in the Congress in
2000 when the original BEACH Act be-
came law, but I really feel this pro-
gram could have been designed with
my district in mind. In Michigan, we
are unbelievably blessed to be sur-
rounded by the Great Lakes which pro-
vide incredible recreational opportuni-
ties for boating or fishing or swim-
ming.

Millions of Michigan residents from
all over the world come to Michigan to
enjoy our magnificent Great Lakes. In
fact, there are more than 30 million
people who find their way every year to
our beaches.

We also have some especially unique
challenges in the Great Lakes region in
regards to quality. Unfortunately, due
to inadequate underground infrastruc-
ture, many areas suffer from combined
sewer overflows during our wet weath-
er events. We often see sewage dis-
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charges right into the Great Lakes,
right along the beaches near big cities
like Detroit or Chicago, other popu-
lated areas.

My district faces additional chal-
lenges in that we have a very long liq-
uid border that we share with Canada.
In fact, on the Canadian side of the
river next to my district is an area
which we call Chemical Valley, which
is the largest concentration of petro-
chemical manufacturing plants in
North America. So we need to worry
not only about discharges on the Amer-
ican side, but on the Canadian side of
the border as well.

Frequent and proper monitoring is a
critical tool in this area to ensure that
those who come to enjoy our State’s
natural beauty can do so knowing that
the waters are clean and pure.

The BEACH Act has provided re-
sources to help State and local govern-
ments ensure that our beaches are safe
for recreational activity. In many
ways, the BEACH Act has been success-
ful and this reauthorization bill and
the bipartisan cooperation that went
into it has improved an already out-
standing Federal program, but I do be-
lieve that we can do better.

A 2007 GAO report about the impact
of the BEACH Act on the Great Lakes
noted that there were some important
successes, but also some areas where
we need to improve. First, the GAO
found that the formula EPA has used
to distribute the BEACH Act grants
does not accurately reflect the moni-
toring needs of the respective States.
The EPA takes into account three fac-
tors to determine the allocation of
these grants: beach season length,
beach miles, and then beach usage.

At the current funding levels, the
beach season factor has a much greater
influence than the factors of beach
miles and coastal population. Great
Lakes States, which have beach sea-
sons of little longer than 4 months,
lose out when compared to southern
and western States, of course, that
have a full year season, even though
the number of people who use the
beaches might be similar.

Just an example, my home State of
Michigan is disadvantaged by the mini-
mal consideration given to beach
miles. In 2006, Michigan, that has 3,224
shoreline miles, received a grant out
allocation of only $278,000. By contrast,
one of our neighboring States, that has
only 63 shoreline miles, received
$243,000. Due in part to this funding dis-
parity, Michigan is only able to mon-
itor 212 of its 905 beaches.

I am glad that this legislation helps
address this problem by requiring the
EPA to conduct a study of the formula
for the distribution of grants in accord-
ance with the needs of the States. EPA
must report their findings back to the
Congress and suggest possible revisions
for a more equitable distribution of the
funds.

A second recommendation from the
GAO report was that Congress should
consider providing more flexibility for
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the grant so that they could be used to
investigate and remediate contamina-
tion sources. Because of the increased
monitoring, we are better able to pre-
dict which beaches would be contami-
nated.

But most cases local officials do not
know the source of the contamination
and are unable to take the action to
address the cause. If they did they
would still not have adequate funds to
address the issue.

This legislation will allow States to
use their BEACH Act grants to track
sources of pollution. This change will
provide the valuable information that
we need to help clean up our waters
and reduce pollution before it gets into
our waters.

I urge my colleagues to support the
passage of this legislation.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like
to yield to our distinguished Chair of
the full committee for a unanimous
consent request.

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 2537, the Beach pro-
tection Act of 2008.

This legislation, and the underlying statute
that the Beach Protection Act amends, are
vital to ensuring that the public is aware of,
and protected from coming into contact with,
potentially harmful pollutants and contami-
nants in our coastal recreational waters.

| applaud the efforts of the primary sponsors
of this legislation, the gentleman from New
Jersey, Mr. PALLONE, and our colleague on the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, Mr. BISHOP, for shepherding this impor-
tant legislation through the hearing process,
through Committee markup, and to the floor of
the House today.

| also applaud the efforts of the gentleman
from California, Mr. BILBRAY, for his efforts
back in 2000 to move the initial BEACH Act to
the President’s desk.

The BEACH Act that was signed into law in
October 2000 authorized $30 million annually
for beach monitoring and assessment pro-
grams and public notification programs for fis-
cal years 2001 through 2005. It required
States and tribes to determine minimum water
quality standards that were considered “safe.”

In many ways, the BEACH Act has proven
successful in making the public aware of the
presence of potentially harmful water contami-
nation at local beaches, and has brought
about a revolution in terms of States creating
and implementing coastal recreational water
monitoring and notification programs. The ben-
efits we have seen over the last 8 years in-
clude uniform standards for coastal rec-
reational water quality, and increased moni-
toring and notification of such waters.

However, inasmuch as the BEACH Act has
been successful in providing more information
to the public, the Bush administration’s track
record on utilizing all of the tools contained in
the BEACH Act to protect human health has
been far less successful.

For example, the EPA was given authority
to promulgate standards for States that did not
have sufficient standards as compared to
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those in the 1986 Ambient Water Quality Cri-
teria for Bacteria. EPA was given further direc-
tion to continue to study the impacts of water-
borne pollutants and bacteria to human health,
and to revise the criteria every five years as
needed.

Unfortunately, EPA failed to complete this
task, as demonstrated by a lawsuit by advo-
cates for safe beaches, and more recently, in
a report of the Government Accountability Of-
fice (“GAQ”).

This GAO Report, entitled “Great Lakes:
EPA and States Have Made Progress in Im-
plementing the BEACH Act, but Additional Ac-
tions Could Improve Public Health Protection,”
established that more work could be done to
ensure the safety of our beach waters.

Just this week, a Federal District Court
judge in California ruled that EPA, again, vio-
lated its “non-discretionary duty” to complete
required studies on revising coastal water
quality criteria and standards. Even after los-
ing a similar lawsuit in 2006, EPA continues to
argue that the statute gives the Agency the
discretion to “conduct the studies as it sees
fit.” This is contrary to the law, and has once
again been dismissed by the Federal District
Court judge.

Similarly, the Bush administration has failed
to utilize the authorities and direction of the
initial BEACH Act to ensure the public has the
best, most accurate, and timely information on
the condition of their favorite beaches. For ex-
ample, the BEACH Act called for a creation of
a “National List of Beaches” that would pro-
vide the public with information on which
beaches had in place monitoring and notifica-
tion programs, and which did not. EPA was
given the direction to periodically revise this
list, based on the availability of new informa-
tion.

| can assure my colleagues that latest list,
published in 2004, is not the most up-to-date
assessment of the condition of the Nation’s
beaches. Again, the administration has failed
to utilize the tools provided by Congress to en-
sure the protection of human health and safe-
ty.

Despite the current administration’s track
record, the BEACH Act is an important law for
protecting the public from the presence of
harmful pollutants and contaminants in the Na-
tion’s recreational waters.

The Beach Protection Act, under consider-
ation today, will further enhance these authori-
ties by working towards real-time, same-day
information on the condition of local waters to
safeguard against unintentional contact with
contaminated waters.

Again, | strongly support the efforts of our
colleagues in drafting this important piece of
legislation, and urge its adoption.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, who is the author of the bill.

Mr. PALLONE. I thank the sub-
committee Chair, the gentlewoman
from Texas.

Let me say I appreciate the bipar-
tisan support that this legislation has,
and certainly the efforts, not only of
Mr. TiM BISHOP of New York, but of our
chairman of the full committee, Mr.
OBERSTAR, and the subcommittee
Chair, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, for
moving this legislation today.

Madam Chairman, our Nation’s
beaches are vital, not only to residents

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

of our coastal States, but also for
countless visitors who come to visit
each year. America’s beaches are a tre-
mendous resource for those who come
to enjoy them, and they are a huge eco-
nomic engine for our coastal States.

In New Jersey alone, beaches are the
primary driver of a tourism economy
that provides nearly 500,000 jobs and
generates nearly $36 billion in eco-
nomic activities to the State each
yvear. All summer long thousands of
people flock to the beaches.

It’s my intention to assure that these
beachgoers that are there in New Jer-
sey and elsewhere, that not only are
they visiting clean beaches, but they
are also swimming in safe waters.

Thanks to the BEACH Act, a law
that I helped to author back in 2000, we
have made major strides over the last 8
years. The BEACH Act of 2000 helped us
improve water quality testing and
monitoring of beaches across the coun-
try, which is critical to protecting the
health of beachgoers.

The act has three provisions: one, re-
quiring States to adopt certain EPA
water quality criteria to protect
beachgoers from getting sick; two, re-
quiring the EPA to update these water
quality criteria with new science and
technologies to provide better, faster
water testing; and, third, to provide
grants to States to implement coastal
water monitoring programs.

In New Jersey we used some of this
grant money to become the first State
in the Nation to launch a real-time
Web site that notifies beachgoers of the
state of our beaches. Essentially, this
bill is a right-to-know piece of legisla-
tion.

Now, despite the actions New Jersey
and other States have taken since the
BEACH Act was signed earlier in the
year 2000, this act must be improved.
That’s why I have introduced the
Beach Protection Act of 2007.

This bill not only reauthorizes the
grants to States for 2012 but adds to
the annual grant levels from a total of
$30 million to a new level of $40 million
annually.

We also expand the scope of BEACH
Act grants from water quality moni-
toring and notification to also include
pollution source tracking efforts. The
bill requires that beach water quality
violations are disclosed not only to the
public but all relevant State agencies
with beach water quality authority.

I want to mention the rapid testing
methods. This act calls for the use of
rapid testing methods by requiring the
EPA to approve the use of rapid testing
methods that detect bathing water
contamination in 6 hours or less. This
is something that I have been advo-
cating for the last couple of years.

Current water quality tests, like
those used in New Jersey, only test for
bacteria levels and take 24 to 48 hours
to produce reliable results, during
which time many beachgoers can be
unknowingly exposed to harmful
pathogens. More immediate results
would prevent beaches from remaining
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open when high levels of bacteria are
found.

The legislation also requires prompt
communication with State environ-
mental agencies by stating that all
BEACH Act grant recipients make de-
cisions about closures or advisories
within 24 hours in order to ensure co-
ordination in response to activities.

We are also requiring each State re-
ceiving grants to implement measures
for tracking and IDing sources of pollu-
tion, creating a public online database
for each beach with relevant pollution
closure information posted, and ensur-
ing the closures or advisories are
issued shortly after the State finding
that coastal waters are out of compli-
ance, so, again, right to know, informa-
tion to the public.

We are also holding States account-
able by requiring the EPA adminis-
trator to do annual reviews of grant-
ees’ compliance with BEACH Act proc-
ess requirements. The Beach Protec-
tion Act will strengthen current law by
requiring States to use expedited test-
ing.

This is a right to know for our
beachgoers. It’s very important, and I
want to thank everyone on a bipartisan
basis for supporting it.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to my friend from
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY).

Mr. CONAWAY. Madam Chairman,
things that we do in this Chamber have
consequences, and the things we don’t
do in Chamber also have consequences.
Quite frankly, there are a lot things
that we are not doing that are having
immense consequences, things like re-
newing the FISA bill, the war supple-
mental, long-term issues like Social
Security and Medicaid. We had another
one today, the Colombia Free Trade
Agreement, which are things that will
have consequences because we have not
dealt with this on the floor.

The internal combustion engine will
be used for a long time to power pleas-
ure craft on our lakes and beaches and
waterways. The public policy decisions
that we are taking in here and have
taken in here make that use of those
boats and jet skis much more expen-
sive.

Public policy decisions that are spe-
cifically aimed at increasing the en-
ergy costs to all Americans are things
like raising taxes on energy companies
so that they are no longer able to use
that money to explore for and produce
additional crude oil and natural gas,
restrictions on where we can drill for
these additional sources of crude oil
and natural gas, and the gasoline that
results from that to power our water
crafts and jet ski, added regulations on
the production of crude oil and natural
gas, added regulations on the refining
of crude oil and natural gas and the
gasoline that can be used to power jet
skis and motor boats and others, and
even new regulations that are coming
that will increase the cost of elec-
tricity to American consumers and
American businesses.
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All of these public policy decisions
that we make in this House and have
made in this House are specifically de-
signed to raise the operating costs of
all these vehicles to consumers in
America. It is the elephant in the room
that none of us want to talk about as
we go forward with the energy policy
that is put forth by the leadership of
the current House. That is, they spe-
cifically want Americans paying higher
gasoline prices because when you re-
duce supplies, as these policies do in
the face of increasing demand, then the
law of supply and demand works, in
spite of our best efforts, and costs go
up.

As we have seen, gasoline prices are
at an all-time high. This weekend,
which will be a wonderful weekend to
be on our beaches and lakes, using
those watercrafts, the gasoline that
will be purchased to pay for that rec-
reational use this weekend will be
much higher than it otherwise would
have been than if we had taken ration-
al steps with respect to energy policy
in this country.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. STUPAK).

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of this legislation which
would reauthorize the Beach Environ-
mental Assessment and Coastal Health
Act, or the BEACH Act.

My district has over 1,600 miles of
beach frontage on the Great Lakes, and
the BEACH Act has been instrumental
in providing funding to protect
beachgoers from bacteria and other
dangerous pathogens.

Michigan residents rely on BEACH
Act funding to protect them. In my dis-
trict, residents on Sugar Island near
Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, depended
on this important funding to monitor
water that had been contaminated with
E. coli, coliform, and other bacteria.
Without the support of BEACH Act
grants, the Chippewa County Health
Department would not have been able
to determine that the pollution was
originating from a wastewater treat-
ment plant in Canada.

This legislation would improve the
BEACH Act program to ensure a fairer
distribution of funds. In July of 2007,
the Government Accountability Office
released a report at the request of my-
self and several other Great Lakes col-
leagues. This report found that the
EPA was using a funding formula that
prioritizes States with warmer cli-
mates, ignoring other important fac-
tors such as beach miles and beach use.
This formula put Great Lakes States
like Michigan at a distinct disadvan-
tage, making it more difficult for these
States to protect their beachgoers.

This legislation addresses this prob-
lem by instructing EPA to revise its
funding formula to take factors such as
beach miles and beach use into consid-
eration.

While monitoring water quality and
tracing the sources of pollution to its
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origin are important steps to keeping
our beaches clean, knowledge is only
half of the battle. The July 2007 GAO
report also found that while the
BEACH Act has helped protect
beachgoers from polluted waters,
States still do not have the resources
they need to clean up the pollution and
prevent future problems.

The latest survey by EPA has esti-
mated that an additional $181 billion is
needed nationwide for infrastructure
projects eligible for funding under the
State revolving fund. I look forward to
working with Chairman OBERSTAR and
the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee later this year to address
our water and wastewater infrastruc-
ture needs and provide resources for
the State revolving fund.

I appreciate the work of Mr. PALLONE
and Mr. OBERSTAR on this important
legislation, and look forward to work-
ing with them as we continue to ad-
dress important Great Lakes issues.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Chairman, I
rise to express my deep disappointment
with today’s debate in the House. With
our Nation facing record high gas
prices, the majority leadership in the
House has chosen to debate legislation
not on securing reliable and affordable
energy, but on beaches.

I suggest a better use of our time and
the American people’s time would be to
have a serious debate about energy.
How are we going to make energy more
affordable in the short term? How are
we going to make energy more afford-
able as the Nation needs to be more
independent in the long term? What
will be our primary fuel source in the
future, and how do we get there?

Instead, in recent months we have
periodically debated shortsighted and
fatally flawed legislation that purports
to fix our energy problems simply by
raising taxes by billions of dollars on
domestic energy companies and hoping
for the best. That is not an energy pol-
icy, that is a tax increase on every
American family. Energy companies
will inevitably pass on their additional
costs to consumers at the pump.

We should be debating legislation to
streamline the Federal permitting
process that has stifled construction of
new oil refineries. We haven’t built one
in 32 years. We could be talking about
benefiting consumers by simplifying
our Nation’s fragmented gasoline sup-
ply. The number of regional boutique
fuels restricts the movement of our
fuel supply and raises costs on Ameri-
cans at the pump.

We could be debating the merits of
opening Alaska’s Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge, ANWR, and the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf for energy exploration.
We know that combined these areas
have nearly 100 billion barrels of oil.
Previous Congresses, urged on by their
radical environmentalist allies, made
the decision to keep these vast reserves
off-limits. As a result, we see o0il now
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at $110 a barrel. It is time we revisit
the very important issue of being able
to go after resources we have available
to us in Alaska and in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf.

What about encouraging the con-
struction of nuclear power plants? We
began that process in 2005 with the pas-
sage of the Energy Policy Act. But as
we stand here today, we haven’t built a
new plant in decades. European and
Asian nations are building them by the
dozens. India has nine new plants under
construction. Japan is building five
more. And China has plans to build 30
reactors. We in this country have plans
for exactly zero on the way.

Let’s talk about how we intend to
compete with China, which is can-
vassing the globe in its quest to ensure
a reliable supply of oil. Reports indi-
cate that the Chinese are forming en-
ergy partnerships with rogue nations
like Iran and Cuba. And Cuba is pur-
portedly planning to allow the Chinese
to drill for oil off the Florida Keys, off
our Florida Keys.

Shouldn’t we be talking about boost-
ing domestic production simply so we
wouldn’t have to rely on the mood of
Third World dictators like Hugo Cha-
vez? Wouldn’t it be nice if prices didn’t
spike at your neighborhood gas station
when terrorists decide to blow up a
pipeline half a world away, or when
there is instability in Nigeria?

Some may argue, and they might
well be right, that oil isn’t the long-
term answer. It is a finite resource
that may be scarce in the near future
as developing nations like China and
India continue to expand and industri-
alize; maybe so. But shouldn’t we con-
sider boosting our oil and natural gas
supplies, increasing our energy inde-
pendence that might just buy us the
time necessary to develop the next fuel
source? Maybe hydrogen fuel cell tech-
nology will take us into the next cen-
tury. Maybe it is some other renewable
resource. It could be a combination, or
maybe something we haven’t even dis-
covered yet. We don’t know. We do
know that America has substantial re-
serves of oil and natural gas that we
have locked up, we have placed off-lim-
its. These resources could be the bridge
that allows America to cross over the
choppy waters of OPEC and Third
World dictators to the secure footing of
affordable and secure energy sources of
tomorrow. Let’s talk about these im-
portant things. Let’s not talk about
beaches.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Beach Protec-
tion Act. This bill will increase protec-
tions for the Nation’s beaches and the
public health. I commend Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. BISHOP, and the Transportation
Committee leadership for bringing this
important bill to the floor in a bipar-
tisan way.

Despite having one of the most com-
prehensive beach water quality testing
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programs of all the coastal States, my
home State of California has by far the
most beach closures and advisories of
all of the States. The State reported
over 4,600 closing and advisory days
statewide in 2006.

This legislation Dbuilds on the
progress made since the passage of the
BEACH Act in 2000 to reduce the num-
ber of these closures which threaten
public health.

First, the legislation increases the
funds available to the States, and ex-
pands the uses of those funds to include
tracking the sources of pollution that
cause beach closures, and supporting
pollution-prevention efforts.

It will also require the EPA to de-
velop methods for rapid testing of
beach water, so results are available in
hours, not days.

Second, the legislation strengthens
the requirement for public notification
of health risks posed by water contami-
nation. These measures will improve
the public’s awareness of health risks
posed by contamination of coastal wa-
ters and create additional tools for ad-
dressing the sources of pollution that
cause beach closures, including leaking
or overflowing sewer systems and
storm water runoff.

I know some of my colleagues are
trying to make this debate into one of
energy and our economy. This is a bill
to help protect the health of our beach-
es and the health of our economies.
Safe and healthy beaches are strongly
tied to our local economies. So I urge
my colleagues not to be distracted by
extraneous arguments.

Clean water is an economic and pub-
lic health necessity for California and
for all coastal States. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘yes” on H.R. 2537.
Let’s take good care of our beaches.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I am of course pleased to support
H.R. 2537, the Beach Protection Act of
2007, and appreciate the efforts of Mr.
PALLONE to advance this legislation.

It is my understanding that this bill
will receive overwhelming bipartisan
support. It is going to be a totally
green board, which I applaud. But it
seems to me that the House has other,
more critical issues to consider, such
as the rising cost of energy which af-
fects the success or failures of the trav-
eling public to even reach the beaches
of the world.

0Oil and gas prices are at an all-time
high with national averages topping
$3.25 a gallon. A year ago we feared a
time when crude oil could reach $100 a
barrel, and now oil has reached $110 a
barrel for the first time in history.

Unfortunately, energy analysts are
saying that prices at the pump are not
likely to decrease any time soon, and
could rise as high as $3.75, maybe $4 a
gallon this year.
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My constituents in the Fourth Dis-
trict of Texas, as well as all Americans,
are very concerned about the ever-in-
creasing cost of gasoline and diesel,
combined with the escalating prices at
the grocery store. It is costing them
more to travel to work, and more to
provide food for their families. They
are looking to Congress for some im-
mediate relief and some long-term so-
lutions.

The Energy Security Act that the
majority passed and the President
signed into law has some good provi-
sions; but, unfortunately, none that
will provide Americans the relief they
need from high energy costs. Not one
barrel of oil was provided in that entire
act. There was no mention in the En-
ergy Act of an increase in domestic
production, which is one way to help
bring down energy costs.

This year marks the culmination of a
research and development product
which I have worked on and passed, I
think four times as a Democrat and
one time as a Republican, and it is the
Ultra-deepwater and Unconventional
Onshore Hydrocarbon Resources Act
that was signed into law as part of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Nuclear energy has also seen a surge
in recent years as people realize it is a
clean and safe source of energy. But as
with building a new refinery, the per-
mitting and construction process is ex-
tremely expensive, and there are still
significant risks to venture capitalists
who would otherwise invest.

Congress needs to reduce uncertainty
in the regulatory process for permit-
ting and construction of new nuclear
plants, as well as o0il refineries, by
streamlining the process and requiring
the Environmental Protection Agency
to issue its rulings within a realistic
time frame.

America needs relief at the pump
now more than ever. Congress needs to
jump start efforts to bring down energy
costs in the short term and build on
comprehensive energy policies that
recognize the importance of all energy
sources in the long term. Providing
Americans with affordable energy is an
important issue.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. KLEIN).

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. I thank the
distinguished chairwoman of the Water
Resources Subcommittee for yielding
to me, and for her great work on the
legislation, as well as the bill’s spon-
sor, Mr. PALLONE.

Madam Chairman, I rise today to en-
thusiastically support the Beach Pro-
tection Act of 2007. With over 75 miles
of shoreline along Florida’s well-re-
nowned Gold Coast on the Atlantic
Ocean, my congressional district relies
heavily on its beaches to support both
our economy and our unparalleled
quality of life.

But keeping our beaches open and
thriving requires us to vigilantly fight
pollution in our waters. According to
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the Natural Resources Defense Council,
almost 2,700 beach advisory or closure
dates were issued due to pollution for
the State of Florida in 2006. Although
the number was down from the pre-
vious 2 years, 2006 represents a record
high for closing or posted warnings
with over 25,000 such notices across our
country.

Madam Chairman, the causes for
beach pollution are well known. It
often originates from contaminated
storm water or inadequately treated
sewage, and the effects can be wide
ranging and devastating, ranging from
ear infections and respiratory ail-
ments, to hepatitis and dysentery. For
senior citizens, small children and peo-
ple with weak immune systems, the re-
sults can even be deadly.

That is why this act, the Beach Pro-
tection Act, is important. The legisla-
tion will reauthorize the BEACH Act of
2000 and increase annual funding from
$30 million to $40 million, enabling
more beaches to receive Federal grants
to support State-monitoring efforts.
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It will also allow States to use the
funds to track and clean up the sources
of beach water pollution so that we can
prevent future closings and advisories
from happening.

H.R. 2537 will also speed up notifica-
tions of water quality. The unfortunate
truth is that many beach managers are
using outdated testing methods that
are incapable of providing immediate,
same-day results of water quality. This
means that beachgoers sometimes
don’t even find out until a day or two
after they return from the beach that
the water they were swimming in was
hazardous.

This delay must stop. Our constitu-
ents have a right to know right away if
the water is unsafe. And now that we
have rapid test methods that can pro-
vide results in as little as 2 hours, the
EPA must approve them and States
must implement them, and this bill
will require them to do that.

The Beach Protection Act is criti-
cally important for our coastal com-
munities and the millions of Ameri-
cans who enjoy and visit them each
year.

I thank the chairwoman again for her
work on it, and look forward to the
passage of this bill.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the ranking member
of the Emnergy and Air Quality Sub-
committee, Mr. UPTON from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chairman, I
must say, when I saw the whip notice
this last week, I saw some good things
and some bad things. One of the bad
things that I didn’t see was that we’re
not addressing what my constituents
are talking about, and that is gas
prices.

Yes, this is a good bill, beach nutri-
tion. It has water monitoring there,
Great Lakes are now part of it, and I
want to thank particularly the Mem-
bers from the Great Lakes area who
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were able to include that, particularly
my friend who represents the east side
of Michigan, CANDICE MILLER, on that
committee.

But as far as I know, this bill passed
without dissent. Frankly, it could have
been under suspension of the rules. I
bet we would have passed it on a voice
vote, two-thirds voting in favor of it.
After the Flake amendment, maybe
there are some that wish that it did
come up under suspension so that they
wouldn’t deal with the Flake earmark
amendment. We’ll see.

But, you know, my constituents back
home, they’re complaining that we’re
doing things that aren’t maybe on the
top of their agenda. We’re talking
about steroids, we’re talking about a
whole number of things that don’t im-
pact the economy or, in fact, their
pocketbook. They’re talking about gas
prices.

On Tuesday when I left to come back
from Michigan, diesel prices were $4.11
a gallon. Gas prices, unleaded regular,
$3.35 a gallon. I can hardly wait till I
go back this week and see what they
might have gone to.

What have we done on this? That is
their question. What are we doing
about supply and demand?

Well, I'1l tell you some of the things
we’ve done. We’ve raised taxes on
them. Thank goodness we’ve got the
Senate saying no so far because, of
course, if you raise taxes on energy
production here, those costs are just
going to be passed along to the con-
sumer and they’ll go up even higher.
Go talk to the French or the British
and those folks. They tax gas a lot and
they pay a lot more per gallon.

There’s some things that we haven’t
done. I know some in this body have
advocated for raising the gas tax by as
much as 50 cents a gallon. We haven’t
done that. Maybe, certainly I believe
that’s a good thing.

But we’ve blocked using oil shale
from Canada. You know, they’ve got a
field up in the Northwest there that
they think rivals the Saudis, that can
actually heat up the sand and the oil
comes out. They’re actually taking 1%
million gallons.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I yield the gentleman
an additional 20 seconds.

Mr. UPTON. We need to do more. We
are now, by 2012, our domestic needs,
we’re going to be only producing 12 per-
cent of our gas here. That’s got to
change.

Madam Speaker, let’s not go to the
beach and leave our work undone. Let’s
pass this bill, but let’s deal with the
real issue that Americans feel in their
pocketbooks literally every day that
they go to the pump.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like
to inquire of my colleague, Mr.
B0O0OZMAN, how many more speakers he
has.

Mr. BOOZMAN. We have several,
Madam Chairman, probably five or six.
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. I reserve my time.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND).

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Chairman, I wanted to read some
quotes. This is a quote from Speaker
NANCY PELOSI, 4/24/06: ‘‘Democrats have
a commonsense plan to help bring
down skyrocketing gas prices.”

Another quote from Majority Leader
HOYER: ‘‘Democrats believe that we can
do more for the American people who
are struggling to deal with high gas
prices.” This was 10/4/05.

On 7/26/06, Mr. JiM CLYBURN, the
Democratic Whip, said, ‘“House Demo-
crats have a plan to help curb rising
gas prices.”

We need to see those plans. We need
to hear what those ideas are.

April 16, 2006, press release, Speaker
PELOSI:

“The Republican Rubber Stamp Con-
gress has passed two energy bills, cost-
ing taxpayers $12 billion for giveaways
to big o0il companies. But the Repub-
lican bills clearly have done nothing to
lower gas prices, as the price of a bar-
rel of oil has sailed over $70 a barrel,”
and I believe it closed over $110 today,
‘““the highest price in our history.”

“Democrats have a plan to lower gas
prices, taking America in a new direc-
tion that works for everyone, not just
a few. Our plan would empower the
Federal Trade Commission to crack
down on price gouging, to help bring
down skyrocketing gas prices, increase
production of alternative fuels, and re-
scind the billions of dollars in taxpayer
subsidies, tax breaks and royalty relief
given to the big oil companies.”

Madam Chairman, I'll say that we
have not had any relief from gas prices.
Gas prices are a dollar a gallon more
today than they were when the new
majority took over.

We have paid too much attention to
windmills, bicycles and solar panels.
We need to pay attention to domestic
drilling. We need to pay attention to
promoting alternative fuels.

We have been going in the wrong di-
rection. And if you ask the American
people right now, 78 percent of the peo-
ple say this country is headed in the
wrong direction.

And, Madam Chairman, I promise
you, our gas prices are heading the
wrong direction.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like
to yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. I’'m surprised at the
remarks, Madam Chairman, of the gen-
tleman from Georgia, about bicycling.
I think we need to pay more attention
and do more work for bicycling. And
we would all do better burning 86,000
calories a year on the seat of a bicycle
than eight barrels of oil a year in our
cars.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).
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Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, on April 10, 2008, let
the record show, oil is $110 and rising,
natural gas is $10.56 and rising, gaso-
line and diesel prices at record levels in
all our communities.

Folks back home are scared. They
want us to help them. An amendment I
will offer later will help, the NEED
Act, to this bill because it will provide
the ability to produce clean, green nat-
ural gas on out, out of sight, offshore.
It will provide $20 billion to clean up
the Chesapeake Bay and the beaches
there, $20 billion to clean up the Great
Lakes, $12 billion for San Francisco
Bay clean-up, energy efficiency and re-
newables, $32 billion, carbon capture,
the famous discussion in the Senate
now, $32 billion. And it’ll be mandated
spending. The appropriators can’t
screw it up.

America’s economic future is in trou-
ble. Energy prices will prevent people
from having a job, having an economy
and being able to afford their vacations
and go to the beautiful beaches that we
have.

I think Roy Ennis says it best, chair-
man of the Congress of Racial Equal-
ity. Energy is the master resource, the
foundation of everything else. Abun-
dant, reliable, affordable electricity,
natural gas and transportation fuels
make our jobs, health and living stand-
ards possible. Energy is the great
equalizer, the creator of economic op-
portunity and environmental justice.
Push energy prices up, everybody suf-
fers. When energy costs get too much,
industry lays people off or just leaves.
Jobs, income and tax revenues vanish.
Government social programs wither.
Town and leadership migrate to other
cities, other countries. Social ills mul-
tiply. That’s why I say the fight over
energy is the critical civil rights battle
of our era. Your utility bills, the price
you pay at the pump, your job security
are in danger, and not just because of
the Middle East oil wars or competi-
tion from China and India. Our rights
are being endangered because of what’s
happening right here at home.

This Congress is the cause of high en-
ergy prices. There’s no action here to
fix the ills of the past. We’re locking up
our energy supply. It’s not even to be
debated. It’s not even a priority.

Congress is the reason America
doesn’t compete energywise. And,
folks, in a period of time, we won’t
compete in the global economic econ-
omy, and we will not have jobs and a
future for this country. We have the
potential of being a second-rate nation
because we, as Congress, have caused
the energy crisis and are refusing to fix

it.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I'd like to re-
serve.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield a minute to the gentlewoman
from Virginia (Mrs. DRAKE).

Mrs. DRAKE. I rise in support of the
Beach Protection Act. And as the
Member who represents the entire At-
lantic Coast in Virginia and much of
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the Chesapeake Bay, I recognize that
our beaches are a treasure and must re-
main clean and safe. But we must lift
the Federal moratorium on deep sea
drilling of natural gas in the Outer
Continental Shelf.

America has acted to make our en-
ergy consumption cleaner, and today
we use much more natural gas for the
generation of electricity. We have in-
creased demand without increasing
supply.

The U.S. is the only developed nation
that does not capture natural gas from
the Outer Continental Shelf. Canada
has done it for years. We all know what
Cuba’s getting ready to do.

It’s American families and American
businesses that pay this extra cost, and
it is driving American businesses over-
seas simply because of the cost of en-
ergy in America.

Coastal States should be able to de-
cide if this activity takes place, and we
should share in those royalties. In Vir-
ginia, we could use those dollars for
transportation.

America expects our policies to meet
our energy needs.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. I continue to reserve.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from OKla-
homa (Ms. FALLIN) for 1%2 minutes.

Ms. FALLIN. Madam Chairman, I
support the Beach Protection Act.
However, while we are debating this
legislation, millions of Americans are
wondering why, in large parts of this
country, they are having to pay $3.34 a
gallon for gasoline, and even 70 cents
more for diesel fuel. They’re struggling
to cover their costs of their daily com-
mute, and they’re wondering, why is
Congress debating beach protection
when I can hardly afford to drive my
children to school and even to go to
work?

American families and businesses are
being hammered by the rising fuel
costs, and it is clear that the inaction
of this Congress will come at an ex-
pense to both drivers, small businesses
and consumers.

The cost of our inaction was outlined
yesterday when we had a hearing in our
Small Business Committee about the
rising cost of gasoline. We heard from
five different businesses that testified
how their businesses are being squeezed
with the rising cost of fuel.

One business, in particular, was a
trucking company who said that his
fuel costs had tripled in the last sev-
eral years, and he was really struggling
to make ends meet.

Small businesses operate on razor
thin margins and they are faced with
dilemmas. Do they cut costs? Do they
cut their business? Do they raise their
prices, or do they just go out of busi-
ness? Some of them are even having to
cut the salaries of their employees.

Well, Madam Speaker, fuel costs that
are on the rise are making small busi-
nesses feel the heat, and consumers are
feeling the heat too. Today we need to
address the issue of rising fuel costs
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and help our consumers and our small
businesses. Either way, the American
worker is suffering, small businesses
are suffering, and this is a very impor-
tant issue to our Nation.

Let’s show the people of America
that we care, and address this issue.
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I continue to
reserve.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT).

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman.

As we come to the floor now and the
Democrats talk about beaches, my con-
stituents in the great State of New Jer-
sey suffer. They are suffering from un-
relenting increases in the price of gas,
up almost a dollar now since the Demo-
crats took control of this House. So as
my constituents suffer from higher
food costs, all related energy costs; as
my constituents suffer from higher
heating costs, all related to energy
costs; as my constituents suffer from
the higher cost of living in general,
again, related to energy costs, all of
them should be asking what is it that
the Democrat Congress is doing to ad-
dress this problem?

Well, the short answer is nothing
really helpful. And the long answer is
really potentially driving up the costs
even higher.

Let me give you two quick points.
First, the Democrats have voted four
times now, four times, to raise taxes so
to make sure the discovering and mak-
ing sure that America’s energy inde-
pendence is that much harder. Sec-
ondly, they have voted now to lock up
almost 85 percent of known specific en-
ergy resources in this country. What
does that mean? What does that trans-
late to the consumer? Again, the
Democrats are making it harder for
America to become energy independent
from foreign oil.

Now is the time for all Americans ev-
erywhere across this country to ask
what is its Democrat Congress doing.
The short answer is nothing much. The
long answer is potentially driving up
the cost for fuel for all of them. Now is,
therefore, the time for all of us to come
to the floor to work together for a
change and to make sure that America
can, in fact, become energy inde-
pendent. Now is the time for Demo-
crats to be working not against the
American consumer, but for him in-
stead.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I continue to
reserve.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman,
we don’t have any additional speakers.
I would urge support of H.R. 2537. I ap-
preciate the hard work of the staffs on
both sides in bringing this before Con-
gress today. I appreciate the leadership
of the individuals involved and would
just urge that we adopt the bill.

H2197

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlelady from Florida
(Ms. CASTOR).

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Beach Pro-
tection Act, and I salute Chairman
OBERSTAR, Chairman JOHNSON, and
Congressman PALLONE for their leader-
ship.

The intent of the Beach Protection
Act is to protect America’s beautiful
coastlines from water pollution. Yet
big o0il drilling interests have once
again filed an amendment that puts
our beaches and America’s coastlines
at risk.

New offshore oil and gas drilling rep-
resents a real hazard to the marine en-
vironment of the State of Florida, but
all across the country, beaches, our
coastal environment, our marine re-
sources, the billion dollar tourism in-
dustry in Florida should not be sac-
rificed for a small amount of oil.

It would only take 24 hours after a
petroleum spill in the eastern gulf for
the o0il to sully Florida’s panhandle
beaches. If the spill was swept up in the
gulf’s powerful loop current, the spill
would pollute the Florida Keys, con-
taminate estuaries and beaches from
the Everglades to Cape Canaveral.

We only have to look back to 2005
when we had three Category 5 hurri-
canes, Katrina, Rita, and Wilma, that
caused massive o0il spills and pollutants
in the Gulf of Mexico. It destroyed 150
petroleum production platforms in the
gulf and damaged 457 pipelines.

Drilling off of our beautiful beaches
is the energy policy of the past. If
President Bush and my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle truly wanted
to address high oil prices, you should
have voted with the Democratic major-
ity to take the huge tax breaks away
from the big oil companies at a time
that they are making record profits.

We are fighting for a new direction
on energy policy, renewable sources of
energy. We value our natural environ-
ment, and we value the public health of
our communities.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the chairman of
the full Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I
have sat here patiently and listened to
a litany of speakers come here and ad-
dress the Committee of the Whole on
subjects important to them but irrele-
vant to the subject matter at hand.
And one or another, maybe several of
them, said ‘‘this Democratic Beach
bill.”

I just want to remind the colleagues
that this is the bill of the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY), who has
labored for several years on behalf of
this legislation. We finally move it
through committee, bring it to the
floor, and now it’s laid on our doors to
be the Democratic bill and why are we
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wasting the House time. We bring it
under an open rule, and then someone
said, you should have brought it on
suspension. If we had brought it on sus-
pension, they would have complained
because they didn’t have an oppor-
tunity to offer the eight amendments
that they’re bringing to the floor. I am
just perplexed by this tactic. It’s un-
worthy of the legislation pending.

And we’ve worked hard to accommo-
date the gentleman from California
who has a legitimate concern. I concur
with his concern. We bring the bill out,
and we do it in good faith, and we ex-
pect at least a good-faith response from
the other side.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman, while
we debate a bill about beaches today, | am
again appalled that the majority has once
again missed an opportunity to address one of
the biggest problems confronting our constitu-
ents, rising energy costs. It is reported today
that gasoline prices reached a new all time
high of $112 a barrel. Yet, we have let another
week here pass without doing anything to con-
front this challenge.

Not a week goes by when | am not asked

about rising energy prices. These increased
costs affect everyone in our society. But none
are more affected by these increased costs
than some of our nation’s most poor. On aver-
age, the nation’s working poor spends ap-
proximately 13 to 30 percent of their yearly in-
come on energy costs, and as prices rise so
will the amount of their income spent on en-
ergy.
A large number of factors combine to put
pressure on energy and gasoline prices, in-
cluding peaked U.S. oil production, increased
world demand for crude oil, and U.S. refinery
capacity that is inadequate to supply gasoline
to a recovering national economy. These are
serious problems that will not go away with
time, and they require real solutions that will
restore American energy independence and
help ease the pain of record price fill-ups.
However, the majority in Congress has failed
to do anything that would address any of
these factors contributing to high prices.

When many are citing U.S. production num-
bers and refinery capacity as a reason for in-
creased gas prices, the Majority has proposed
additional taxes on these domestic energy
suppliers. We have voted on several bills that
would impose up to $15 billion in tax in-
creases on domestic energy suppliers. These
taxes will impede domestic oil and gas pro-
duction, discourage investment in refinery ca-
pacity, and make it more expensive for do-
mestic energy companies to operate in Amer-
ica than their foreign competitors, actually in-
creasing America’s dependence on foreign oil.

Let's make no mistake, an increased tax
doesn’t just hurt energy companies, it hurts
every American—individual, farm, or com-
pany—that consumes energy. Increased taxes
on energy companies are passed on to con-
sumers. Every American will see these in-
creased costs on their energy bill. This body
shouldn’'t pass legislation that further raises
energy prices for consumers. | have voted
against these attempts to raise taxes, and
luckily none of these bills have become law.

Unfortunately, too often in the 110th Con-
gress, the majority’s solution has been to
place restrictions on the marketplace. Policies
that increase supply, not those that place re-
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strictions on the marketplace, are the solutions
to today’s energy concerns. For example the
dramatic expansion of the Renewable Fuels
Standard to require 36 billion is an artificially
created government mandate. While | am sup-
portive of renewable energy, we should de-
velop a policy that is technology neutral and
allows the market to develop new sources of
renewable energy. The RFS provisions create
an unrealistic mandate for advanced biofuels
technology that doesn’t yet exist and creates
hurdles for the development of second gen-
eration biofuels. These restrictions will un-
doubtedly lead to a consumer tax to help
bridge the gap in production.

However, there are many things we could
actually do here in Congress that would help
ease the prices at the pump. Many Americans
don’t know that the U.S. is the world’s largest
energy producer. Over the past 25 years we
have pumped 67 billion barrels of oil, and
strong reserves remain. The fact is the energy
sources are there—in Alaska, the Rockies,
and offshore—but political roadblocks keep it
in the ground instead of in use in the econ-
omy.

We should also be focusing on the develop-
ment of clean Coal-to-Liquid technologies.
This is one of the most promising advance-
ments in coal research and produces liquid
transportation fuels synthesized from coal.
Even using conservative estimates, our coun-
try has enough coal to last over 200 years.
Coal is one of our nation’s most abundant re-
sources, yet the development of Coal-to-Liquid
technologies has been completely ignored by
this Congress. Producing liquid transportation
fuels from coal will be a major catalyst in help-
ing our country become energy independent.

Energy costs are affecting the daily life of all
of our constituents. We must change the di-
rection this Congress has been headed in ad-
dressing this issue. We must reject the politics
that put restrictions on the marketplace and
keep energy in the ground instead of in our
gas tanks. Instead, we must develop a long-
term strategy that allows us to access our tra-
ditional energy sources, while developing al-
ternative and renewable energy sources that
seek to increase energy supplies and encour-
age cleaner, more efficient energy use.

Mr. GENE GEEEN of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, | rise in strong support of H.R. 2537, the
Beach Protection Act of 2008.

Texas is home to over 600 miles of spectac-
ular beaches along the warm waters of the
Gulf of Mexico.

This “Third Coast” includes some of the
most beautiful and calming beaches in the Na-
tion and is a huge contributor to our State
economy.

Whether it's Galveston Island, Corpus Chris-
ti, Port Aransas, or South Padre Island, mil-
lions of Texans and tourists visit and swim in
our waters, making it vital that we monitor
these beaches to protect the health and safety
of American families.

Just last July, a man who had an ulcer in
his lower leg went swimming off the coast of
Galveston County. Three days later he fell ill
and was rushed to the hospital where he had
three surgeries to save him from a rare bac-
terial infection. The bacteria entered his ulcer
through the water and the infection spread to
his blood.

While this is a rare case, Madam Chairman,
it highlights the need to quickly detect water
contamination and warn the public of possible
health related threats.
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The Beach Protection Act will provide much-
needed grants to States along the coasts for
State and local recreational water monitoring
and notification programs.

It expands the grant program and allows
States to use funding to pinpoint possible
sources of water contamination and to track
these pollutants.

Just as important, the bill strengthens public
notification laws by requiring a 24-hour notifi-
cation if water samples prove contaminated,
and allows for public warnings on the possi-
bility that water may be contaminated.

With more information, individuals and fami-
lies can make the most informed choices
when vacationing and visiting our public
beaches.

| urge my colleagues to support the Beach
Act to protect our waters and the health of our
communities.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Madam Chair-
man, on behalf of the residents of eastern
Long Island, | would like to commend Chair-
woman JOHNSON and Congressman PALLONE
for their leadership and unwavering dedication
to clean water issues. | would also like to
thank the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee staff for their hard work and com-
mitment to advancing this legislation to the full
House today.

My district encompasses 300 miles of East-
ern Long lIsland’s coastline, which includes
some of this country’s most popular and beau-
tiful beaches that | am very proud to rep-
resent. Maintaining coastal health is an inte-
gral objective not only in my district but to pre-
serve our Nation’s environment and to sustain
the tourist economies of our States that rely
on safe, clean beaches. Millions of beach-
going Americans and their families who will
flock to our Nation’s shores in the summer
months ahead deserve pristine waterways,
and we should do all we can today to pre-
serve them for future generations of Ameri-
cans.

To that end, the water quality monitoring
and notification grants established in the
Beaches Environmental Assessment and
Coastal Health (BEACH) Act have been abso-
lutely vital to protecting the health of
beachgoers and preserving the quality of our
shores. However, it has become clear that fur-
ther development of the BEACH Act is needed
after recent reports marked progress but
raised questions about its implementation.

Therefore, | commend Mr. PALLONE, the au-
thor of the original BEACH Act, for building on
the program’s success by updating the law
and advancing improvements in this bill to
meet the challenges involved with carrying out
the program and to continue funding its grant
programs.

Accordingly, this bipartisan legislation reau-
thorizes grants to states through 2012, but in-
creases grant authorizations to $40 million an-
nually; expands the scope of BEACH Act
grants from water quality monitoring and notifi-
cation to include pollution source tracking ef-
forts; and strengthens environmental stand-
ards for water quality testing and communica-
tion. In addition, this bill requires that beach
water quality violations are disclosed not only
to the public but to all relevant state agencies
with beach water pollution authority.

Furthermore, this bill requires the EPA to
conduct annual reviews to make sure state
and local governments that receive funding in
the BEACH Act comply with its process re-
quirements. Under this bill, grantees have one
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year to comply with the new environmental
standards. Otherwise, they will be required to
pay at least a 50 percent match for their grant
until they come back into compliance, in place
of current law which allows the government to
require a non-federal share of up to 50 per-
cent.

For six years, the BEACH Act has given
beachgoers the peace of mind that the beach-
es they visit are clean. Our legislation begins
the process of strengthening this important law
and reassures the American public that pre-
serving healthy shores is a priority of our envi-
ronmental agenda.

One in ten tourists is destined for the beach
this summer—providing our travel and vaca-
tion industries with customers and business. |
hope my colleagues agree that the BEACH
Act is an excellent example of an effective
government program that benefits commu-
nities in every region of the country and has
yielded tremendous progress in restoring
healthy shores.

Madam Chairman, with the leadership and
support of this body, we can ensure that
beach visitors throughout the country are as-
sured that local governments have all the re-
sources they need to monitor recreational wa-
ters and alert the public of potential health
hazards.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill is considered as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment and is
considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment is as follows:

H.R. 2537

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2007"’.

SEC. 2. WATER POLLUTION SOURCE IDENTIFICA-
TION.

(a) SOURCE TRACKING.—Section 406(b) of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1346) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) as
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing:

““(3) SOURCE IDENTIFICATION PROGRAMS.—In
carrying out a monitoring and notification pro-
gram, a State or local government may develop
and implement a coastal recreation waters pol-
lution source identification and tracking pro-
gram for coastal recreation waters adjacent to
beaches or similar points of access that are used
by the public and are mot meeting applicable
water quality standards for pathogens and
pathogen indicators.”’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 406(i) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(i)) is
amended by striking $30,000,000 for each of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2005° and inserting
‘840,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 through
2012,

SEC. 3. FUNDING FOR BEACHES ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT AND COASTAL HEALTH
ACT.

Section 8 of the Beaches Environmental As-
sessment and Coastal Health Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 877) is amended by striking 2005’ and in-
serting “2012”°.

SEC. 4. STATE REPORTS.

Section 406(b)(4)(A)(ii) of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (as redesignated by sec-
tion (2)(a)(1) of this Act) is amended by insert-
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ing “‘and all environmental agencies of the State
with authority to prevent or treat sources of pol-
lution in coastal recreation waters’ after ‘‘pub-
lic”.

SEC. 5. USE OF RAPID TESTING METHODS.

(a) CONTENTS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT PROGRAMS.—Section 406(c)(4)(A) of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1346(c)(4)(4)) is amended by inserting *‘, includ-
ing rapid testing methods,’’ after ‘“‘methods’’.

(b) REVISED CRITERIA.—Section 304(a)(9) of
such Act (33 U.S.C. 1314(a)(9)) is amended by in-
serting ‘“‘and rapid testing methods’ after
“methods’’.

(c) CRITERIA FOR USE OF RAPID TESTING
METHODS.—Not later than 270 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, and after pro-
viding notice and an opportunity for public
comment, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall publish criteria
for the use of rapid testing methods, at coastal
recreation waters adjacent to beaches or similar
points of access that are used by the public, that
will enhance the protection of public health and
safety through rapid public notification of any
exceeding of applicable water quality standards.
In developing such criteria, the Administrator
shall prioritice the use of rapid testing methods
at those beaches or similar points of access that
have the highest use by the public.

(d) DEFINITION.—Section 502 of such Act (33
U.S.C. 1362) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

““(25) RAPID TESTING METHOD.—The term
‘rapid testing method’ means a method of testing
the water quality of coastal recreation waters
for which results are available as soon as prac-
ticable and not more than 6 hours after a water
quality sample is received by the testing facil-
ity.”.

SEC. 6. NOTIFICATION OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND
LOCAL AGENCIES.

Section 406(c)(5) of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(c)(5)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking “‘prompt communication’ and
inserting ‘‘communication, within 24 hours of
the receipt of the results of a water quality sam-
ple,”’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by inserting ‘(i) in the case of any State
in which the Administrator is administering the
program under section 402, before ‘‘the Admin-
istrator’’ the first place it appears; and

(B) by inserting at the end the following:

“(ii) in the case of any State other than a
State to which clause (i) applies, all agencies of
the State government with authority to require
the prevention or treatment of the sources of
coastal recreation water pollution; and’’;

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as
paragraphs (7) and (8), respectively; and

(4) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing:

“(6) measures for an annual report to the Ad-
ministrator, in such form as the Administrator
determines appropriate, on the occurrence, na-
ture, location, pollutants involved, and extent of
any exceeding of applicable water quality
standards for pathogens and pathogen indica-
tors;”’.

SEC. 7. CONTENT OF STATE AND LOCAL PRO-
GRAMS.

Section 406(c) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking “‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(7) (as redesignated by section 6(3) of this Act);

(2) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (8) (as redesignated by section 6(3) of this
Act) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(9) a publicly accessible and searchable glob-
al information system database with informa-
tion updated within 24 hours of its availability,
organized by beach or similar point of access
and with defined standards, sampling plans,
monitoring protocols, sampling results, and
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number and cause of closures and advisory
days;

““(10) measures for the immediate posting of
signs at beaches or similar points of access that
are sufficient to give public notice following the
results of any water quality sample that dem-
onstrates an exceeding of applicable water qual-
ity standards for pathogens and pathogen indi-
cators for the coastal recreation waters adjacent
to such beaches or similar points of access; and

‘““(11) measures to ensure that closures or
advisories are made or issued within 24 hours
after the State government determines that any
coastal recreation waters in the State are not
meeting applicable water quality standards for
pathogens and pathogen indicators.” .

SEC. 8. COMPLIANCE REVIEW.

Section 406(h) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(h)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(2) by moving such subparagraphs 2 ems to
the right;

(3) by striking “‘In the’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing:

““(1) IN GENERAL.—In the’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) COMPLIANCE REVIEW.—On or before July
31 of each calendar year beginning after the
date of enactment of this paragraph, the Admin-
istrator shall—

‘“(A) prepare a written assessment of compli-
ance with all statutory and regulatory require-
ments of this section for each State and local
government and of compliance with conditions
of each grant made under this section to a State
or local government;

‘““(B) notify the State or local government of
such assessment; and

“(C) make each of the assessments available
to the public in a searchable database on or be-
fore December 31 of such calendar year.

““(3) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Any State or local
government that the Administrator notifies
under paragraph (2) that it is not in compliance
with any requirement or grant condition de-
scribed in paragraph (2) shall take such action
as may be mnecessary to comply with such re-
quirement or condition within one year of the
date of the mnotification. If the State or local
government is not in compliance with such re-
quirement or condition within one year of such
date, any grants made under subsection (b) to
the State or local government, after the last day
of such one-year period and while the State or
local govermment is not in compliance with all
requirements and grant conditions described in
paragraph (2), shall have a Federal share of not
to exceed 50 percent.

‘“(4) GAO REVIEW.—Not later than December
31 of the third calendar year beginning after the
date of enactment of this paragraph, the Comp-
troller General shall conduct a review of the ac-
tivities of the Administrator under paragraphs
(2) and (3) during the first and second calendar
years beginning after such date of enactment
and submit to Congress a report on the results
of such review.”’.

SEC. 9. STUDY OF GRANT DISTRIBUTION FOR-
MULA.

(a) STUDY.—Not later than 30 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency shall
commence a study of the formula for the dis-
tribution of grants under section 406 of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1346) for the purpose of identifying potential re-
visions of such formula.

(b) CONTENTS.—In conducting the study, the
Administrator shall consider the base cost to
States of developing and maintaining water
quality monitoring and notification programs,
the States’ varied beach monitoring and notifi-
cation needs, including beach mileage, beach
usage, and length of beach season, and other
factors that the Administrator determines to be
appropriate.
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(c) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the study,
the Administrator shall consult with appro-
priate Federal, State, and local agencies.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 12 months after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator shall submit to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate a report
on the results of the study, including any rec-
ommendation for revision of the distribution for-
mula referred to in subsection (a).

SEC. 10. PUBLICATION OF COASTAL RECREATION
WATERS PATHOGEN LIST.

Section 304(a)(9) of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1314(a)(9)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“(C) PUBLICATION OF PATHOGEN AND PATHO-
GEN INDICATOR LIST.—Upon publication of the
new or revised water quality criteria under sub-
paragraph (A), the Administrator shall publish
in the Federal Register a list of all pathogens
and pathogen indicators studied under Section
104(v).”".

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to
the committee amendment is in order
except those printed in the portion of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD designated
for that purpose before the beginning
of consideration of the bill and pro
forma amendments for the purpose of
debate. Each amendment so printed
may be offered only by the Member
who caused it to be printed or his des-
ignee and shall be considered read.

Are there any amendments?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair-
man, I deeply appreciate the recogni-
tion, and I do appreciate the chairman
of the full committee and the sub-
committee chairman, Mr. BOOZMAN, for
the legislation we are discussing today;
but I cannot sit idly by and listen to
the people talk about the high cost of
energy when there has been little ac-
tion in this Congress, and I will say
“‘this Congress,” the past Congresses
and this present Congress about solv-
ing the high cost of energy to the
American consumer, the $4 a gallon
that they’re going to have to pay.

The last time we passed any energy
legislation on this floor was 1973. We
passed the Trans-Alaska Pipeline.
That’s the last time. At that time, we
were importing 38 percent of our fossil
fuels. Today, we are importing 70 per-
cent of our fossil fuels. Mr. and Mrs.
America, keep in mind 50 percent of
that fossil fuels is coming from coun-
tries that are not friendly to the
United States of America. We are send-
ing them over about $500 billion a year
because this Congress, this Congress,
has not acted to try to relieve the de-
pendency on fossil fuel from abroad.

Now some people will say, and I lis-
tened to the young lady, we are going
to take up alternate forms of energy,
and I'll buy that. I’'ll put the little
curlicue lightbulbs in. I’ll do that. I'll
save and turn down the thermostat. I'll
do that. I'll, in fact, drive my auto-
mobile slower. Most people do not. But
that doesn’t solve the problem of the
energy we need to move product.
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The chairman knows full good and
well, being the chairman of the Trans-
portation Committee, our economy is
based upon the ability to move product
to and fro within this Nation.

The ship it brings us is driven by fos-
sil fuels. The truck, the plane, the
automobile, the train is driven by fos-
sil fuels. And if we continue to become
more dependent, which we apparently
are going to do under the leadership of
this Congress, we’ll be in the point
where we cannot move our product,
ship them abroad which we produce,
nor receive them. Seventy percent,
again from foreign countries.

And yet we have a tremendous
amount of fossil fuels, the United
States of America, that’s not being de-
veloped. It should be developed. Off-
shore. Chukchi Sea, there’s more oil in
Alaska than there is in the Gulf of
Mexico at a relatively shallow depth.
The coasts of California, the coast of
Florida, the Rocky Mountains, the
coasts of Virginia, North Carolina, and
South Carolina has a tremendous
amount of oil in the realm of about, I
would suggest, 500 billion barrels of oil.

That’s available to the American
public. But we have a leadership now in
this Congress that believes that the
world is coming to an end, led by Al
Gore, that the world is coming to an
end if we burn fossil fuels.

I suggest respectfully, Mr. and Mrs.
America, if we do not lower that price
to the small business community and
to the person who has to commute to
their work site, we are in a dire shape
in this Nation as a whole. We have to
address this issue.

I ask my colleagues, please quit buy-
ing this concept that we are going to
do it with windmills and with sun
power. Yes, we could use those things.
Yes, we ought to use nuclear, and yes,
we ought to use hydro. The wheel of
energy should be developed, and this
Congress has not done it. Has not done
it. We have this idea we are going to
solve the problem. Look at the energy
bill we passed this year through this
leadership. It produced nothing. Pe-
riod. Nothing. That’s why the con-
sumer today, in America, is going to
that gas pump, and by the way, it’s a
tax to him. Every man, woman, and
child is paying $2,000 a year to Saudi
Arabia and countries such as because
we sit idly on our hands doing nothing.

Madam Chairman, I suggest respect-
fully this Congress has to wake up. I
listen to the political rhetoric of all of
the presidential candidates, and no-
body is addressing the energy issue
other than the fact that we can’t burn
fossil fuels because we are losing the
icecap and the polar bears are in dan-
ger.

Think about this for a moment.
Think about the American public and
the need for economy-based, fossil fuel
driven because it moves an object. We
must address this. I'm asking my col-
leagues to understand that. Quit pan-
dering. Quit pandering to the interest
groups that really are trying to so-
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cially structure our Nation through
fear.

We have the fossil fuel. It is here. It
should be developed. We should give
the opportunity instead of restricting
it, and that’s what we’ve done in this
Congress. In my state alone we have
ANWR. It’s passed this House 12 times.
It passed the Senate once and Bill Clin-
ton vetoed it. It’s got about 36 billion
barrels of oil available 74 miles away
from an existing pipeline. And this
Congress will not step forth and ad-
dress that issue alone because they say
it’s going to hurt the environment, 74
miles away from the existing pipeline.

Madam Chairman, I suggest respect-
fully let’s get off our duffs, and let’s do
the job we should for this nation.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I appreciate
that, and I appreciate the opportunity
to come to the floor today to talk
about an issue that is of vital concern
and importance to the American peo-
ple. It may not have been what the ma-
jority party wanted to talk about
today, but it’s what the American peo-
ple want to talk about and that’s en-
ergy.

I don’t know if anybody had an op-
portunity to walk outside the United
States Capitol today, but you heard
trucks with their horns blaring outside
the Capitol, and they were doing so be-
cause they were objecting to the lead-
ership in this Congress and the lack of
action on energy prices and gas prices.
That noise resonates across this land,
Madam Chairman. Resonates across
the land.

I had a group of high school students
in my office today, and they wanted to
know what we were doing about en-
ergy. They’d heard that this Congress
had passed the Energy Efficiency Act.
They wanted to know about the par-
ticulars of that act. And so we re-
viewed the particulars of that act, and
I said, how much more gas do you
think will get to the pumps in commu-
nities across this Nation if we increase
the taxes on American oil companies?
Well, these are bright high school kids.
They said, well, not much more. And
they’re absolutely right, Madam Chair-
man, because the Energy Efficiency
Act that this Congress passed in this
session, in this term, will produce no
energy. No new energy.

Mr. NUNES. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I'm pleased to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. NUNES. I was listening to your
conversation on the floor. I want to re-
iterate what’s going on outside. You
made the point, but there are trucks
driving through this Capitol right now
trying to drive around to raise aware-
ness to the people of the United States
that the gas price is too high. And
meanwhile today, we are debating a
bill on beaches on the floor of the
House while gas prices are soaring to $4
plus a gallon.
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And so I thank the gentleman from
Georgia for bringing this up and for
yielding to me because this is some-
thing that we should be debating on
the House floor. We should be talking
about energy, not talking about how
we’re going to save the beaches.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Reclaiming
my time, I appreciate your comments.

And if you think about what has
changed in the last 15 months in terms
of leadership here in Washington, it’s
not the other end of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue. The only thing that’s changed
during the period of time when crude
oil has gone from $56 a barrel to $112 a
barrel, the only thing that’s changed in
terms of the leadership in Washington
is the leadership in Congress. That’s
the only thing that’s changed. There
must be a cause and effect here some-
where, Madam Chairman, because gas
prices are increasing, and the leader-
ship has been woeful in not attempting
to deal with this issue.

And so I would ask my colleagues to
bring to the floor issues that are of
paramount importance to the Amer-
ican people. The issue that’s of para-
mount importance in my district is en-
ergy and gas prices. And this Congress
is doing nothing about it, in spite of
the proclamations and promises made
during the previous election.

So, Madam Chairman, there are won-
derful solutions out there, there are
positive solutions. Conservation: We
can do a whole lot more to incentivize
individuals to conserve. TUtilizing
American resources for Americans,
there’s a novel thought, Madam Chair-
man. There are incredible resources
that we have. And we’ve got the tech-
nology and the American ingenuity to
do it in an environmentally sensitive
way, and we ought to. We ought to.
This leadership ought to allow that
kind of issue to come to the floor.

And finally, alternative fuel. It’s im-
perative that we have the kind of re-
search and development and
incentivizing alternative fuel forma-
tion in this Nation in ways that we’ve
never done before, not pick winners
and losers, which is what Washington
tends to want to do, but to incentivize
a system that would provide for won-
derful, entrepreneurial, visionary, en-
thusiastic individuals all across this
Nation who have the intelligence and
the foresight and the desire to help
America prevail in our energy inde-
pendence.

So, Madam Chairman, I come to the
floor today with a level of frustration
by the inability of this leadership, ap-
parently, to address the concerns of the
American people, to address the con-
cerns of those high school students
that were in my office this morning, to
address the concerns of those truckers,
who continue out there outside the
Capitol blaring their horns and saying,
wake up. Wake up, Madam Speaker,
wake up leadership in this Congress,
wake up and address the issues that are
of paramount importance to the Amer-
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ican people. The paramount issue
today is energy and gasoline prices,
and we must, as a Congress, address
that issue in a positive way.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Members are re-
minded to address their remarks to the
Chair.

Mr. NUNES. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NUNES. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia for bringing this
issue up. And I know that the bill here
today is this beaches bill, but the con-
cern that I have is that we’re not ad-
dressing the needs of the American
people.

When the Democrats took the major-
ity, we were told that we were going to
go back to b-day workweeks. Last
week, we were in 3 days; we did two
votes each day. This week, we’ve only
done a couple votes each day. And here
we are doing a bill that now I'm being
told we’re not even going to finish the
bill today, a bill regarding beaches,
while we have truckers going around
the Capitol honking their horns, trying
to get the attention of the United
States Congress, to get the attention of
the Democrat majority to do some-
thing about lowering their fuel price.

And the answers that we’ve received
from the other side of the aisle are al-
ways the same answers: We need to re-
peal the tax breaks to the oil compa-
nies. Well, if we want to repeal the tax
breaks to the oil companies, that’s not
going to lower the fuel price. As the
gentleman from Alaska stated and the
gentleman from Georgia stated pre-
viously, the way that you lower the
fuel price and the way that you stop
buying fuel from foreign countries is
you have to drill in America. We have
to drill for oil in America.

I'm a big supporter of solar energy
and wind energy, they’re great renew-
able fields, but we get less than 1 per-
cent of our energy from these sources.
So if we want to talk about renewable
sources of energy, we're going to have
to look seriously at nuclear power.
We’re going to have to look at using
the oil that we have in this country if
we don’t want to buy oil from foreign
countries. These are the types of things
that we’re going to have to do in this
Congress. But unfortunately, we’ve
made this commitment, supposedly, to
the American people that we’re going
to work 5 days a week, but instead we
only work a few hours a day and end up
working 3 days a week. Today we have
to get out of here by 4, I'm told, be-
cause the Democrats don’t want to
stay in so that they can get on an air-
plane and fly home. We’re not even
going to finish a bill on beaches. And
meanwhile, the American people are
outside this Congress driving their
trucks, honking their horn, asking for
the attention of this Congress, and this
Congress is not paying attention.

We’ve got to do something to lower
these fuel prices, Madam Chairman.
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The Democrats are in control, they’re
in the majority. We need answers. My
constituents need answers. They need
their fuel price lowered. They need
their electricity cost lowered. The only
way we can do this is by building nu-
clear power plants, investing in wind
and solar power, and drilling for oil in
America.

And I would hope, as the gentleman
from Alaska has stated over and over
again, the last time we’ve gotten seri-
ous about drilling for oil in Alaska was
1973. 1973. And here we are, 35 years
later, with no more oil production.
Now we used to have at least half of
our oil came from the United States,
now we’re less than 30 percent of our
oil that comes from the United States.

And we send money to Venezuela, we
send money to Saudi Arabia, and the
other side of the aisle complains about
it. But their only answer is that we
need to repeal the tax cuts to the oil
companies. So in their last energy bill,
what did we repeal? We picked the
American companies. We repealed the
tax breaks on the American companies
and we gave tax breaks to the Ven-
ezuela oil companies.

So I don’t know what we’re going to
do in this Democrat majority to solve
the country’s problems. President Bush
has said that he will sign a bill to drill
for oil in America. He will sign any bill
that promotes nuclear power. These
are the answers that the American peo-
ple need and they should demand from
this Congress to have those answers.

And I would hope, Madam Chairman,
that this Democrat majority listens to
the truckers that are outside right now
honking their horn trying to get this
Congress’ attention. And I am happy
that at least on our side of the aisle,
the Republican side of the aisle, we are
taking this opportunity, during a bill
that we’re talking about beaches here,
but we’re trying to bring to the Amer-
ican people, to bring to the attention
of this Congress that we need to lower
the fuel price, and we need to do it
today.

So with that, Madam Chairman, I
will yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Chairman, you know, it’s interesting
that we came here to talk about a
beach bill, and we’re finally getting a
chance to talk about some energy be-
cause most American families are not
going to have the money to drive to
the beach this year.

We look at the price of gasoline right
now. And I earlier quoted some of the
quotes from the Democratic leadership
about how they were going to get a
grip and get ahold of the gas prices and
bring them down. Well, since they’ve
been in the majority, they have actu-
ally gone up $1 per gallon, oil has gone
up about 100 percent. And what are we
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telling our people at home? I've got to
go back and explain to the people of
the Third District of Georgia that this
week, rather than addressing the price
of gas and our energy situation, that
we did some beach restoration, which
is a very worthy bill; we did some land-
scape conservation; we named some
post offices; and we did some several
other suspensions. But I've got to go
back and tell them that, when they’re
standing there at the gas pump almost
pumping $4 a gallon into their car, that
they need to realize something, they
need to realize what the majority plan
for our future price of motor fuel is.

The chairman, who I have a great
deal of respect for, on the Transpor-
tation Committee, Mr. OBERSTAR,
who’s been here a long time and is very
wise, but he projected or at least pro-
posed a b cents a gallon hike for our in-
frastructure and $1 per barrel on oil.
The Energy and Commerce chairman is
talking about a carbon tax. He’s also
talking about a 50 cent per gallon tax
on fuel.

We’re talking about taking away
these tax breaks from Big Oil. You
know, we can take away tax breaks
from anybody, but I'm telling you, if
you take a tax break away from a com-
pany that is manufacturing products in
this country, they’re not going to just
absorb that loss, they’re going to go up
on the price of their product. So we’re
talking about maybe 55, 60 cents more
a gallon.

So I've got to go back and tell my
constituents, look, here’s their plan:
Their plan is to go up another 55 cents
or so a gallon on your gas, another dol-
lar on a barrel of oil, take away any
tax breaks that the big oil companies
have that hopefully they’re passing on
to you, and your Congress just spent
$30,000 to buy 30 bicycles. So they’ve
got a great plan.

And I guess this is the great plan
that we’ve heard about in so many of
these quotes about how they were
going to fix the price of gas. We’ve
bought 30 bicycles at a cost of $30,000;
we’re going to increase the price of gas
55 cents; we’re going to take away the
tax breaks for Big Oil so they can go
up, increase the price on a barrel of oil.
We're not going to do any domestic
drilling. We’re going to depend on
changing light bulbs. We’re going to
depend on solar power. We’re going to
depend on windmills.

Now, Madam Chairman, I just don’t
know how much comfort that’s going
to give the people of the Third Congres-
sional District of Georgia. In fact, I
don’t know that if I tell them that,
that they’re even going to believe that,
that this body, this House, that is their
answer to them paying $4 a gallon for
gas. It’s just going to be hard for me to
sell it. But if they will pay attention to
what’s going on up here, then I think
they’ll be convinced that these are the
only things that the majority has
brought forth.

We need to concentrate on being less
dependent on foreign oil. We need to
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look at our own future, our own lands,
our own prospects of what we’re doing.
And as the gentleman from Alaska
said, regardless of what you think
about fossil fuels, we’re going to be
using it. And so we need to provide for
ourselves.

And I think it’s a shame that each
and every one of us, and I know we’re
going to be through by 4 o’clock be-
cause, you know, we do need to get
home, but we’re not doing our job.
We’re not doing the business of the
people when we constantly go home
and people ask us, help us, help me,
help me be able to put gas in my car to
take my children to soccer practice, or
go to school, or go to the beach.

So I'm going to go back and I'm
going to say, I'll tell you what, we gave
you some help. We’re going to raise the
price of gas and oil and we’re buying
bicycles.

Mr. TERRY. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Nebraska is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TERRY. Madam Chairman, I,
too, rise, sticking up for American
families that are struggling with the
high prices of many products right
now, most of which I hear from my
constituents in Nebraska is about the
price of gasoline at the pump. I hear
about the groceries as well. And of
course then when I see a bill like this,
the bill that we have up now about
making sure that our beaches are clean
and we have plans for that, unfortu-
nately under the leadership of the
House and Senate currently now, my
first thought isn’t well, that’s abso-
lutely right, we need to Kkeep our
beaches clean. My first thought is, is
this another environmental tool to
make sure that we can’t get to drilling
in places where we need to get?

Now, the frequently asked question
about gasoline prices is, what are you
going to do about it? Well, we have a
couple of options that I think could al-
leviate some of the pressure. One is, we
can take the 1970s actions done by the
Nixon administration to simply set the
price. We will set the price. We will
freeze them; $3.30 at my home, we can
freeze that. Well, what did that do?
Created about a half mile line for gas.
And then maybe if you pulled up to the
pump, you might see that little white
piece of paper that said ‘‘out of gas.”
We can go back to that. But the gas
prices would be stable. But running out
of gas begs the question, the question
is, what’s causing this?
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Now, obviously it’s just simple high
school economic supply and demand,
folks. What we have is that oil that we
have access to within the TUnited
States, whether it’s ANWR or off the
Continental Shelf or shale in Colorado
or other pockets that have been made
into public lands and  thereby
unaccessible, what we’ve done is adopt
a policy in this country that we want
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to push the production or creation of
fuel out of our country to foreign coun-
tries. That makes us reliant on foreign
countries. In fact, about 60 some per-
cent, about 63 percent, of our oil needs
are imported. We use about 20 million
barrels per day to meet our energy
needs, and 14 million barrels per day
are imported. So as other countries
compete with us for that oil on the
world market, prices increase. At the
well head, just yesterday closing out
the markets, sweet crude jumped $2.30,
hitting a new record of $112.21, closing
at the closing record of $110.87 per bar-
rel.

Now, we can ask what the solution
will be. Do we just simply raise taxes
on oil production, or do we say that it’s
part of our plan to make sure that we
can become energy independent and se-
cure this Nation’s future? And I think
the long-term answer can be the type
of issues that we’re dealing with, with
alternative and biofuels like cellulosic
ethanol, like hydrogen, but let’s admit
that those are a generation away if we
make the commitment today. So what
we need to do in the meantime is either
be honest with the American citizens
and say that our policy is to limit sup-
ply in a competitive global market,
therefore, get used to $4 and then $5 per
gallon of gas, or we allow the drilling
to take place where we can produce
more of our own resources of oil. And
we can do that.

I asked the question the other day,
how much oil and natural gas do we
have access to within 75 miles of our
coastline? The answer is “I don’t
know’ because we have been blocked
from being able to explore that. We
can’t measure that. That’s wrong.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. FLAKE:

Page 3, after line 8, insert the following:

(c) PROHIBITION ON EARMARKS.—None of the
funds appropriated pursuant to section 406(i)
of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(i)) may be used for
a Congressional earmark as defined in clause
9(d) of rule XXI of the Rules of the House of
Representatives.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, the
focus of the Beach Act is to ensure that
citizens enjoy recreational activity in
the coastal waters and that they can do
that safely. That should be the focus of
the bill, and that’s where I think we
should keep the focus of the bill.

The purpose of this amendment is to
make sure that the purpose of the bill
is not to protect vulnerable Members,
vulnerable incumbents. And, unfortu-
nately, that’s been the case with a lot
of legislation that we have passed in
the past. It just simply becomes a mag-
net for earmarks, for Member ear-
marks, to protect vulnerable Members
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or to reward Members or to go towards
Members in leadership or in high posi-
tions on particular committees.

The Beach Act authorizes a formula-
based grant program to help implement
State and local beach monitoring, as-
sessment, notification programs. What
we don’t want to see is money bled off
from these formula-based programs to
Member projects. Unfortunately, that
has happened. And if we don’t think
that it will happen with this bill, then
we have our heads in the sand.

The purpose of this amendment is
simply to say that none of the moneys
authorized in this legislation will go
toward earmarks, that all of the money
as it is now will go toward formula-
based funding.

Now, some might say that the Beach
Act has not been historically ear-
marked. That is true. That’s how it
should remain. The problem is some of
the legislation that has not been his-
torically earmarked is now earmarked.
In fact, when we passed the Homeland
Security bill, which we celebrated
today b years after, we were told this
will not be earmarked. This will be for-
mula-based grants, it will be spread
out, but it will not be earmarked. And
for 4 years that remained true.

But last year the legislation to fund
the Department of Homeland Security
had a boatload of earmarks in it. Ac-
cording to Taxpayers For Common
Sense, the 2008 omnibus bill contained
128 earmarks worth more than $400 mil-
lion in Homeland Security funding. Ac-
cording to a story by the Hill, 115 new
earmarks worth $117 million were air-
dropped at the last moment. These
were earmarks that we said we weren’t
going to do anyway in a bill that we
said we were not going to earmark.
These were, obviously, to assist vulner-
able Members.

Many were earmarks in the funding
for FEMA’s Predisaster Mitigation
Program. This was a program intended
to ‘‘save lives and reduce property
damage’ by providing funds for ‘‘haz-
ard mitigation planning, acquisition,
and relocation of structures out of the
floodplain.” In 2007 this program re-
ceived $101 million to fund competi-
tively awarded projects with no ear-
marks. According to Taxpayers for
Common Sense, in 2008 this program
received a boost in funding to $114 mil-
lion, but nearly half of the amount,
$51.3 million, was tied to 96 earmarked
projects, including earmarks for
projects that should not have qualified
for funding under the program.

So we could have earmarks in this
beach program for projects that aren’t
even eligible under the formula-based
funding that’s currently here, and
that’s what we should all fear. This
body has gone far too far over the past
several years, under Republicans and
Democrats, in bleeding off necessary
funding for particular programs just to
protect vulnerable incumbents during
re-election or just to reward particular
Members.

Some people will say, well, we know
in Congress better than those faceless
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bureaucrats in some department. Well,
if that is the case, then we should have
parameters. We should provide over-
sight. That’s what this body is sup-
posed to do. There is a process called
authorization, appropriation, and over-
sight. And that’s the process we need
to follow, not circumventing that proc-
ess by earmarking.

That’s the purpose of this amend-
ment. I hope that we can all agree that
this is needed to ensure that this pro-
gram is not earmarked in the future.

With that, Madam Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. In the 109th Con-
gress, we considered the reauthoriza-
tion of the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission. During consideration of the
bill in committee, I proposed language
to prohibit earmarks, which have been
done time and again in the appropria-
tion process, prohibit earmarks in the
Appalachian Regional Commission ap-
propriation process. The gentleman
from Arizona supported my initiative,
and I appreciated his support. It was
the right thing to do.

Unfortunately, the committee did
not include that language. When the
bill came to the floor, I worked to de-
feat the bill because it did not have
that prohibition on earmarks, and the
gentleman from Arizona supported my
initiative.

In the BEACH bill, or the Beach En-
vironmental Assessment and Coastal
Health Act, proposed by the gentleman
from California, with whom I worked
on this matter for a period of 6 or 7
years, both in his previous seating in
Congress and during the time he was
out of service in the Congress and when
he returned, it’s a good bill. The initial
BEACH Act authorized $30 million.
About $10 million has been appro-
priated each year. And the money goes
out by formula to the States. There
have never been earmarks. In the Ap-
propriations Committee nor on the
House floor have there ever been at-
tempts to suballocate the funds. Each
State receives a portion of annual ap-
propriations based on a calculation of
each State’s varied beach monitoring
and notification efforts.

Now, we know very well that $10 mil-
lion is insufficient, and because money
is insufficient for a bill, that’s often
why, Madam Chairman, Members come
with a proposal for an earmark to des-
ignate money so they are sure that
their State or their beach or their city
gets their, at least, perceived fair share
of funding.

But it’s never been done on this legis-
lation, and we don’t need any such lim-
itation language. I think we have a fair
formula, a specific focus on the base
cost of the States of developing, main-
taining water quality monitoring, noti-
fication programs, the mileage of the
beach, beach use, the length of the sea-
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son, and other factors that the admin-
istrator of the agency determines to be
appropriate. That is fair, and I think
Members of this body and of the other
body recognize that it’s fair; so they
haven’t attempted to tinker with it,
and we shouldn’t do that in this bill.
This is a good piece of legislation, a
fair piece of legislation.

Look, we bring this bill to the House
floor under an open rule. It’s one advo-
cated by a Member from the other side,
a Member for whom I have the highest
personal regard, and then we have a
succession of Members standing here
complaining that we bring a bill to the
floor under an open rule that should
have been brought under suspension. If
we had brought it under suspension, I
suspect the same people would come to
the floor, Madam Chairman, and com-
plain that we didn’t have an open rule.

So we’re trying to the do the right
thing on the right piece of legislation,
and we ought not to gimmick it with
this proposal that is totally unneces-
sary for a limitation on earmarks. We
ought not to adopt this amendment.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Chairman, I want to thank the chair-
man for bringing that up because I
think every bill needs to be brought to
the floor like this, an open rule, so we
can have debate. This is a breath of
fresh air to have an open rule. I can’t
remember the last time we had one. So
this is a great thing that we have this.
This is our republican action in letting
people, our constituents, hear our dif-
ferent views on these bills rather than
just having it jammed down our
throats. So I agree with the chairman
on this, and I hope more of these can be
brought under an open rule.

Madam Chairman, I would like to
yield to my good friend from Arizona
(Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman
from Georgia for yielding.

And I want to thank the gentleman
from Minnesota, Madam Chairman. I
could not agree more with virtually ev-
erything he has said. This is an impor-
tant bill. It was brought here, and it
has not been historically earmarked.
That is great. We need to keep it that
way. We need to keep, as he so aptly
put it, Members from meddling in this.
That’s the purpose of this amendment,
to keep Members from meddling with
the formula-based program in the bill.

It was mentioned that it’s unneces-
sary because it hasn’t been historically
earmarked. I suppose the same would
have been said had I brought the same
amendment last year to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security authoriza-
tion bill or the appropriation bill be-
cause it hadn’t historically been ear-
marked. We promised not to do that.
But yet we have earmarked between
$500 million and $1 billion, hundreds of
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earmarks air-dropped at the last
minute, never debated on the House
floor, never debated, never an oppor-
tunity to amend them out. And that’s
what we are trying to do here is to pro-
tect this important legislation from
the same fate.

It was mentioned that we have in-
creased the authorization for money in
this legislation. That is true. We did
that in the FEMA grants in Homeland
Security and then earmarked it. We in-
creased it by a little and then ear-
marked it by a lot. It doesn’t take con-
spiracy theorists to say that this might
be happening here, that maybe this is
what is going to be attempted here, to
start earmarking this legislation, to
get these programs that are funded by
formula to instead fund Members who
need protection in their re-election or
who need to be rewarded in some other
way. That’s not how we should do busi-
ness.

The purpose of this amendment is
recognizing the importance of this leg-
islation and making sure that Members
don’t meddle in it.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
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Mr. WESTMORELAND. And I want
to thank the gentleman for bringing
this amendment because a little ounce
of prevention is worth a pound of cure.
And so I think what we are doing, like
he said, is just making sure that we are
perfectly clear to anybody on the con-
ference committee, or any other proc-
ess that this bill goes through, that
we’re not to air-drop these earmarks
that we never get a chance to discuss.
It is very seldom that we get to discuss
anything on the floor in the manner
that we are being able to talk about
this beach restoration bill as we are
today. And so I think it is a great thing
that we are having this open discus-
sion.

Again, I want to comment that I
hope that one day my constituents
from Georgia’s Third Congressional
District, which is not that far away
from the beach, will be able to have the
money that won’t pinch their budget to
be able to drive to the beach. Right
now in Georgia you’re paying $3.29 per
gallon, which is $1 more a gallon than
we paid when the 110th Congress start-
ed. And we had all the empty promises
and the smoke-and-mirror gadgets that
came from the majority that they were
going to somehow, that they had some
kind of miraculous plan to lower gas
prices.

We have yet to see that plan. We’ve
talked about raising the fuel tax. We’ve
talked about raising the price of a bar-
rel of oil. We’ve actually purchased bi-
cycles. And we have done a lot of dif-
ferent things. But the price of gas and
oil continues to go up.

We had a bailout that caused our dol-
lar to deflate. And that, itself, prob-
ably caused the price of a barrel of oil
to go up. So I am waiting on that
magic wand. I am waiting on that se-
cret that Speaker PELOSI and Leader
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HOYER and the whip, Mr. CLYBURN, all
talked about prior to getting in charge.

It almost reminds me of a dog inside
a fence that is really barking and yelp-
ing and wanting to get out and wanting
to convince its master that it can go
out and do the things that it wants to
show that it can do. And then once it
gets out of the gate, it just kind of lays
down under a tree and scratches its ear
or something.

So I am ready for some action. I
think the American people are ready
for action. Bring out this magic plan.
Unveil it. Let’s see it.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Madam Chairman, this amend-
ment is a proposed solution in search
of a problem. The Beaches Environ-
mental Assessment and Coastal Health
Act, or the BEACH Act, which this leg-
islation amends, was introduced to
limit and prevent human exposure to
polluted coastal recreation waters, in-
cluding those along the Great Lakes.

The initial BEACH Act authorized
$30 million annually to assist States
and local governments to implement
beach monitoring, assessment and pub-
lic notification programs.

Funds authorized under the initial
BEACH Act and under the legislation
we consider today go either to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency or are
distributed to individual States on a
formula basis.

Each State receives a portion of an-
nual appropriations which have hov-
ered around $10 million based upon a
calculation of the State’s variant
beach monitoring and notification
needs.

The committee is aware of the con-
cerns that the current formula utilized
by EPA for the distribution of grant
funds may not provide for an equitable
allocation of funds among States at
current appropriation levels.

Section 9 of this legislation requires
EPA to conduct a study of potential re-
visions to the formula with a specific
focus on base costs to States of devel-
oping and maintaining water quality
monitoring and notification programs,
the State’s varied beach monitoring
and notification needs, including beach
mileage, beach usage and length of
beach season and other factors that the
administrator determines to be appro-
priate.

None of the funds appropriated under
this legislation go out to the States or
local communities under a ‘‘congres-
sional earmark.”

This amendment has no bearing on
the authorities under the BEACH Act
or EPA’s beach program.

Madam Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. PENCE. I move to strike the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. I rise in strong support
of the Flake amendment because the
American people need taxpayer protec-
tion more than we need beach protec-
tion. Now I understand this is impor-
tant legislation that Congress is con-
sidering today. And I do not rise to
trivialize this bill. It has its moorings
in and its heritage in bipartisan foun-
dations. I rise, rather, to say that the
time has come for this Congress to get
serious in large ways and in small ways
about the epidemic of earmarking that
has taken hold of the Federal budget
process.

In fiscal year 2008, according to one
estimate, legislation that passed in one
catch-all omnibus bill included some
11,610 earmarks in all of those different
appropriations bills in the course of the
year costing taxpayers some $17.2 bil-
lion. It was the second highest number
of earmarks any Congress has ever ap-
proved. It represented a 337 percent in-
crease above fiscal year 2007.

What the Flake amendment says, in
effect, is that none of the funds appro-
priated pursuant to this section may be
used for a congressional earmark as de-
fined by the House rules. Now, this is
part and parcel of an effort by many of
us that I believe, while it is being led
by Republicans, I believe there are
many in the other party who under-
stand that earmarks is a cancer in the
belly of the Federal budget. And we
must address it.

The Flake amendment seizes this op-
portunity and this moment of this leg-
islation that says that should the
Beach Protection Act of 2007 be signed
into law, that at no point in the future
may it be used as a vehicle for ear-
marking. And as the author of this
amendment has suggested, we have
been assured in the past before that
those things pertaining to homeland
security, the Department of Homeland
Security, would not become vehicles
for earmarking, and they have.

And for my part, let me say this is
not an issue that I am interested in
demagoguing, Madam Chairman. For
my part, through the course of my ca-
reer up until very recently, I have re-
quested earmarks and special projects
for my district. But I must tell you,
having negotiated when Republicans
were in charge for earmark reform,
having supported Democrat efforts for
earmark reform, at the end of last year
when I saw a catchall omnibus bill
come to the floor of this Congress with
hundreds of unexamined earmarks
dropped in at the last minute in the
dead of night that hadn’t been subject
to the scrutiny the American people
demand, I knew it was time for a
change. And so I had to tell the people
of my district that I could no longer be
a part of this flawed system. And I
commend the gentleman from Arizona
for his extraordinary leadership on this
issue.

I want to challenge my colleagues to
support the Flake amendment. But
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let’s just begin there. Let’s support a
moratorium on earmarking in this
Congress. The American people know
there is something fundamentally
wrong with the way we spend the peo-
ple’s money, especially when it comes
to earmarks.

Frankly, I used an analogy not long
ago, Madam Chairman, of an airplane.
When you’re flying an airplane through
the air, and the meters on the control
panel tell you that something is wrong
with the engine, the first thing you do
is put the plane on the ground and get
the hood open and find out what is
wrong. Well, many of us who are advo-
cating an earmark moratorium believe
the time has come for us to put the
plane on the ground in a bipartisan
way, embrace an earmark moratorium
and reform this system in the way that
Congressmen FRANK WOLF and JACK
KINGSTON have suggested in their com-
mission format.

And let me say, as I close in strong
support of the Flake amendment, that
there is enough blame to go around on
this earmarking business. I recognize
earmarking came of age under Repub-
lican control of the Congress. And I am
not rising here to point fingers. I am,
however, rising to say that we need to
change the way we spend the people’s
money. The only way we will do that is
by embracing the bold leadership that
Congressman JEFF FLAKE has brought
to this Congress in connection with the
Beach Protection Act, but it also
means embracing a moratorium and
coming together, Republicans and
Democrats, liberals and conservatives,
and saying we are going to push away
from the table, and we are going to
bring fundamental earmark reform to
the American people. And that’s my
hope.

And I urge support for the amend-
ment as a first step in that direction.

I yield back.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I agree with Mr.
FLAKE and Mr. PENCE about the situa-
tion of needing to earmark responsibly.
And certainly earmarking to protect
vulnerable Members, in fact, anything
of that certainly is not for the good of
the country and the good of Congress
or whatever.

I guess what I question is that in this
particular amendment, in this par-
ticular bill, I think it is inappropriate.
This program is a formula-based grants
program that has not been earmarked
in the past and there’s no plans to ear-
mark it in the future.

We are not talking about beach res-
toration. We are not talking about
beach reclamation. We are talking
about a bill that allows States, allows
beaches, to monitor pathogens so that
when a family from Arkansas goes to
Florida or goes to South Carolina,
wherever they go, and they pull up,
that they can, with safety, get out and
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swim in the waters without it being a
cesspool. I wish that more people would
sneak an earmark in the night to pro-
tect their beach. Again, that is not
going to happen with this bill. It is not
the purpose of the bill.

So I would ask that we vote against
this, and yet again I feel very strongly
that what Mr. PENCE is saying, what
Mr. FLAKE is trying to do with his
amendment is appropriate, but not in
this particular vehicle. I don’t think
that it pertains at all.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOOZMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for his very thoughtful com-
ments, which I fully concur. But I also
would like to take this opportunity to
compliment the gentleman from Indi-
ana for a very thoughtful, reasoned,
balanced and principled statement that
adhered to the purpose of the amend-
ment and stuck to the principle that
the underlying amendment addresses.
Though I disagree with the outcome of
his reasoning, it was a very thoughtful
and a principled statement, more of the
kind of discussion we ought to have on
this floor.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I yield back.

Mr. CONAWAY. I move to strike the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONAWAY. I, too, want to con-
gratulate the majority party for bring-
ing an open rule bill to the floor. It is
a rare event. And hopefully our side
won’t wear out its welcome so poorly
that this is the last open rule bill that
is brought. I know it has to happen on
appropriations bills, but we are not too
excited about those coming later this
year.

I rise in support of the Flake amend-
ment. It is a pretty straightforward
amendment that, to quote an often
poorly used phrase, the opponent doth
protest too much. I have not heard
anything really as to why it is inappro-
priate for this to be attached to the
legislation, how this would cripple the
legislation, how this would prevent the
monitoring processes, how this would
prevent the grant-based programming
from functioning. I have just heard ar-
guments that ‘‘let’s don’t do it because
we have never done it that way be-
fore.”

And I am persuaded that under the
Department of Homeland Security ex-
ample, this idea of ‘‘let’s just, because
we have not done it before, we won’t do
it in the future.” And I would prefer to
have a straightforward statement in
this important legislation.

We had an event this past year where
a young man, although this legislation
won’t affect this because it happened in
one of the lakes in Texas, where a
young man had an amoeba-borne ill-
ness get into his brain, and it killed
him. It was a freak and tragic accident.
And obviously this legislation is aimed
at trying to prevent similar type of oc-
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currences on our beaches, coastal
beaches I guess, but the idea that
somehow because we have been pure in
the past we will remain pure in the fu-
ture. And our history here with respect
to earmarks is anything but that.

So as we look at the Flake amend-
ment and why it is important, I hope
that someone can rise to say, here is a
mechanical reason why it is inappro-
priate to have this earmark restric-
tion, this statement, flatout statement
that I think both sides can agree on.
Because while earmarking doesn’t real-
ly fix the overall spending pattern and
the overall spending problem that we
have in this Congress, because every-
body knows that the annual budget is
set, and every one of those nickels that
get allocated to the Appropriations
Committee will get spent, and most all
of this earmark churn happens within
that number. And so to the extent that
we do away with all earmarks, it really
won’t impact the total amount spent.
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My grandchildren, of whom I have
seven, have a $53 trillion debt staring
them in the face because we have made
$563 trillion in unfunded promises to
each other, issues that we think are
important to my generation and my
parents’ generation, but we are taking
their money to pay for it.

So anything that we can do to begin
the process of restricting spending on
issues like earmarks in this instance,
on a bill that clearly works best on a
grant-based formula, where the mile-
age of the beaches are assessed in each
State and the money is parceled out
that way as fairly as it can be, we can
argue how much that money ought to
be from time to time, but to expose it
to the earmarking process I think is in-
appropriate.

I hope, like I said, that the Members
who oppose the mechanics of this can
help those of us who don’t understand
the mechanics understand why an ear-
mark restriction that the Flake
amendment would put in place cripples
and hamstrings this otherwise good
legislation, because all of us want safe
water to swim in and to play in, but we
also want my grandchildren to be able
to afford to address the issues they
have in front of them some 50 years
from now with their money. Quite
frankly, it is going to take a Herculean
effort among all of us here and every-
body listening today to rein in that $53
trillion in unfunded promises.

This House, as important as this leg-
islation is, continues to ignore major
problems facing this country, problems
like the FISA reauthorization, prob-
lems like the war supplemental, prob-
lems like Social Security and Medicare
and Medicaid. We continue to simply
let those slide, and those failed actions
have consequences.

We are going to add another one
today, the Colombia Free Trade Agree-
ment. By refusing to take action on
the Colombia Free Trade Agreement,
we have left more work undone as we
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go about all this business. All of that
has consequences. As many of my col-
leagues have said, it has consequences
on energy policy, it has consequences
on the fiscal policy of this country.

I think this is a simple step on a sim-
ple bill that would allow the fiscal op-
erations of this process to go forward
in an appropriate and in a correct man-
ner. So, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Flake amendment, should we
get a vote on that.

Madam Chairman, I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Chairman, I move to strike the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Chairman, I come to the floor
also to speak in support of the Flake
amendment. I was in my office almost
a half-hour ago now when I saw the de-
bate on the floor and my friend and
colleague Mr. FLAKE was here speaking
about his amendment, and I thought I
would come down to hear his closing
remarks and hear the other side then
say that they agreed to the amend-
ment, because I thought, in essence,
this was an amendment that both sides
of the aisle could reach across and find
unanimity and agreement with, if we
believed the rhetoric that we heard last
year and if we believe the rhetoric we
hear oftentimes from the other side of
the aisle about their desires to rein in
spending, to address the earmark situa-
tion problem and to work with Repub-
licans to try to deal with it, as we
heard during their campaign to come
to the majority, as they have, and now
on the floor as well.

To my surprise, and perhaps I should
not be surprised to find that as of this
time, a half-hour later into the debate
on a simple amendment to say that we
should not be having earmarks in this
bill, a bill that never had earmarks be-
fore, the other side of the aisle, the
Democrat side of the aisle, cannot
agree to it.

Earlier, when the general debate on
this bill was on the floor, I came to the
floor and said that in light of all the
issues that we are discussing right now,
it is amazing we are about to go into
the weekend break discussing beaches
as opposed to some other fundamen-
tally important issue striking at the
hearts and the wallets of the American
taxpayers and the citizens of the State
of New Jersey as well, one principally
which was the high cost of oil.

The Democrats have been in charge
of this House now for almost a year
and a quarter, and during that time we
have seen the price of gas at the local
gasoline stations go up by almost a
buck. You would think that would be
something first and foremost that they
would be addressing. But, no, they are
addressing a spending bill and beaches,
as we have before us. Again, maybe I
should not be surprised, because wasn’t
it HILLARY CLINTON who said that she
has more ideas on spending than there
are dollars in D.C.?

Well, in light of the fact that the
other side of the aisle, the Democrat
majority, will not even consider to sup-
port the Flake amendment, which
would try to rein in some of that
wasteful, wanton abuse that we see in
earmarks here, apparently the Demo-
crat House leadership is taking a page
from HILLARY CLINTON’s playbook.
They too have more ideas on spending
than there are dollars in D.C. to spend.

It was just indicated a moment ago,
well, this is not the purpose of the bill,
to do earmarks. Well, if it is not the
purpose of the bill, then it should be an
easy lift to support this amendment to
eliminate earmarks from the bill.

Secondly, someone suggested from
the other side, well, if we are going to
do it in this one, we should do it in all
other bills like this. I agree, and I am
sure Mr. FLAKE would come to the floor
as well and say he would put this in
any bill coming to the floor, to say we
should not have earmarks, and I think
he just rose to that point.

Finally, the point was made, I think
from this side of the aisle, well, it
hasn’t been done in bills like this be-
fore. What a better time than right
now? And I commend the gentleman,
Mr. FLAKE for bringing it to the floor.
If not now, then when? If both sides of
the aisle are as adamantly opposed to
abuses of earmarks as both sides of the
aisle say they are, why shouldn’t they
support the amendment by Mr. FLAKE?

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I believe that soon after this we are
going to have a vote on this legisla-
tion. Again, this amendment is simply
to preserve the bill as it is, to make
sure that Members don’t meddle in it.
It is there to protect the waters and
the beaches, not protect incumbents
for reelection. That is what this is
about.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Chairman, I yield back my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 263, noes 117,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 55, as
follows:

[Roll No. 182]
AYES—263

Aderholt Barrow Boswell
AKkin Bartlett (MD) Boucher
Alexander Becerra Boustany
Allen Biggert Boyda (KS)
Altmire Bilirakis Brady (TX)
Arcuri Blackburn Braley (IA)
Bachmann Blumenauer Broun (GA)
Bachus Blunt Brown (SC)
Baird Bonner Buchanan
Barrett (SC) Bono Mack Burton (IN)
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Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Carter
Castle
Castor
Chabot,

Clay

Coble

Cohen

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (CA)
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Lincoln
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent

Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emerson
English (PA)
Eshoo
Everett
Fallin
Feeney
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frelinghuysen
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Graves
Green, Gene
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Hill

Hodes

Abercrombie
Baldwin
Bean
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Boozman
Bordallo
Boyd (FL)
Brady (PA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capuano
Chandler
Christensen
Clarke
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Hoekstra
Honda
Hoyer
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jefferson
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Latham
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marshall
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Norton
Nunes
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)

NOES—117

Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (IL)
Delahunt
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dingell
Ellison

Engel
Etheridge
Faleomavaega
Farr

Fattah

Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Roskam
Ross
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Sali
Saxton
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Sestak
Shadegg
Shays
Shea-Porter
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Solis
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stearns
Sullivan
Sutton
Tancredo
Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Walberg
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waxman
Welch (VT)
Weldon (FL)
Westmoreland
Whitfield (KY)
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman (VA)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Higgins
Hinchey
Hirono
Hobson

Holt

Hooley
Hunter
Inslee

Israel
Jackson (IL)
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Jackson-Lee Napolitano Schakowsky
(TX) Neal (MA) Serrano
Johnson (GA) Oberstar Sherman
Johnson, E. B. Olver Simpson
Klein (FL) Ortiz Smith (WA)
Kucinich Pallone Snyder
LaTourette Pascrell Stupak
Lee Pastor Tanner
Lewis (GA) Paul Thompson (MS)
Lipinski Price (NC) Tierney
Mahoney (FL) Rahall Towns
Markey Reyes Tsongas
Matsui Richardson Velazquez
McDermott Ros-Lehtinen Visclosky
Meeks (NY) Rothman Walsh (NY)
Melancon Roybal-Allard Walz (MN)
Mica Ruppersberger Watson
Mollohan Ryan (OH) Watt
Moore (WI) Salazar Weiner
Moran (VA) Sanchez, Linda Wexler
Murtha T. Wynn
Nadler Sarbanes Young (AK)
ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Obey
NOT VOTING—55
Ackerman Fortuno Payne
Andrews Franks (AZ) Pryce (OH)
Baca Gallegly Ramstad
Barton (TX) Gilchrest Rangel
Bishop (NY) Granger Rogers (AL)
Bishop (UT) Grijalva Rush
Eoehner girllgjosa Sanchez, Loretta
oren olden
Brown-Waite, Hulshof SCMF (GA)
X essions
Ginny Johnson (IL) ;
Sires
Burgess Jones (OH) Skelt
Buyer LaHood elton
Calvert Larsen (WA) Stark
Cardoza Larson (CT) Udall (CO)
Cubin Lofgren, Zoe Udall (NM)
Davis (AL) Lowey Walden (OR)
Doyle Marchant Waters
Emanuel McNulty Weller
Ferguson Musgrave Wilson (NM)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN
The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois) (during the vote). Members
are advised there are approximately 2
minutes remaining in the vote.
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Messrs. WEINER, MURTHA, INS-
LEE, CROWLEY, ABERCROMBIE, Ms.
WATSON, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Ms.
CLARKE changed their vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota,
Messrs. MITCHELL, BRADY of Texas,
TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
SPRATT, HALL of New York, and
MCINTYRE changed their vote from
“no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, on roll-
call 182, I was unable to vote because of
pressing business with my constituents
in my home district. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, on
Thursday, April 10, 2008, | missed three roll-
call recorded votes due to unforeseen cir-
cumstances. Had | been present, the RECORD
would reflect the following votes:

Rollcall vote No. 178—"yea”; rollcall vote
No. 179—Rule providing for consideration of
H.R. 2537—Beach Protection Act of 2007—
“yea”; rollcall vote No. 180—Recognizing the
fifth anniversary of the Department of Home-
land Security and honoring the Department’s
employees for their extraordinary efforts and
contributions to protect and secure our Na-
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tion—"yea”; rollcall vote No. 182—imposes a
no earmark limitation on a formula driven EPA
grant authority for State beach water quality
monitoring and notification programs—*“no.”

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs.
BoyDA of Kansas) having assumed the
chair, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Acting
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
2537) to amend the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act relating to beach
monitoring, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

——
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, I yield
to my friend, the majority leader from
Maryland, for the purpose of inquiring
about next week’s schedule.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the
Republican whip.

On Monday, the House will meet at
12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2 p.m.
for legislative business. On Tuesday,
the House will meet at 10:30 a.m. for
morning hour and 12 p.m. for legisla-
tive business. On Wednesday, the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for legislative
business. And on Thursday, the House
will meet at 8:30 a.m. and recess imme-
diately to allow for the Former Mem-
bers Association annual meeting, and
will reconvene at approximately 10
a.m. for legislative business after the
meeting is concluded.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules. The final list
will be announced by close of business
tomorrow.

On Friday, no votes are expected.

We will consider H.R. 2634, the Jubi-
lee Act for Responsible Lending and
Expanded Debt Cancellation of 2007;
H.R. 5719, Taxpayer Assistance and
Simplification Act of 2008; and H.R.
5715, Ensuring Continued Access to
Student Loan Act of 2008.

In addition, we intend to consider at
some point next week the bill we start-
ed today, H.R. 25637, to amend the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act relat-
ing to beach monitoring. We will con-
sider that to its conclusion.

Mr. BLUNT. I would ask my friend on
the last bill you mentioned, the Ensur-
ing Continued Access to Student Loan
Act of 2008, H.R. 5715, is that the bill
that was introduced this week?

Mr. HOYER. I am not sure when it
was introduced, very frankly. It was
marked up this week and reported out
of committee. Whether it was intro-
duced this week or not, I do not know.

As you know, Secretary Spelling has
indicated this is a very severe chal-
lenge confronting student loans. Obvi-
ously we want to get ready for Sep-
tember in particular so families have
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some confidence they will be able to se-
cure loans for their children, or for
young people going to college, securing
the loans themselves.

Mr. BLUNT. That is a problem, and
part of what I used to do before I came
here involved that. I am anxious to see
what the bill looks like. It is clearly a
major problem out there.

On the vote we took earlier today,
the rule vote on Colombia trade, if you
listened to the debate, you heard two
very different views of that debate. The
view of my side was that this likely
ends this discussion for this year, and
the view I heard from the other side
was not quite there at all. I am won-
dering if as the majority leader you
have a sense of this bill, this agree-
ment, whether it can come back to the
floor this year or not.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman would
yield, I would agree with the observa-
tion on our side. I say that, and it is
obviously not humorous except to me.

The fact of the matter is I believe
that what was said on this side of the
aisle and what the Speaker has indi-
cated was that this was sent down we
believed contrary to normal practice
not with agreement of the leadership
and the administration on how this
would be considered. The Speaker be-
lieved, and obviously the House did as
well, that additional time was needed.
This was not, the Speaker has indi-
cated that, an attempt to kill this
agreement. It still could come up.
There still is going to be discussion be-
tween the administration and our-
selves. We want to resolve some out-
standing issues and discuss what we
might reach agreement on with the
President and the administration.

As you know, we began those con-
versations yesterday. You and I were
down there at the White House to-
gether. We hope to continue and hope
for positive movement. Regarding
other agreements that are pending, we
have not discussed nor ruled out the
possibility that future trade agree-
ments may be considered by this Con-
gress.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman.
That was going to be my second ques-
tion. There are two other negotiated
agreements, and I believe what you
just said was that this vote today was
about the Colombia agreement only
and those other agreements should not
be prejudiced by the vote we took
today, and perhaps the Colombia vote
will not be either.

I felt strongly about this. I still do,
but I hope my friend’s comments are
correct and there is some way to now
actively pursue whatever discussions
need to be had on Colombia.

But on the final two if I heard you
right, the two that have been nego-
tiated and have not been sent up yet, I
think I am hearing you say this does
not establish any new way of doing
this, and I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I don’t think this was
intended necessarily to be precedent-
setting. The precedent, of course, has
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